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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study is to examine why individuals philanthropically contribute finances to 
public art galleries in Australia. As· government funding decreases philanthropy is becoming an 
increasingly attractive option for public art galleries as alternative sources of revenue need to be 
sought. A thorough understanding of the factors that influence giving is imperative for any 
organisation that engages in philanthropy as a revenue stream. This study examines these factors 
using a fundraising campaign conducted by the National Gallety of Victoria as a case in point. 
The motivations and characteristics of donors who gave to this campaign are examined using the 
between-method form of triangulation. In particular, a total of 64 donors completed a 
questionnaire and 6 donors participated in semi-structured interviews. Both these methods were 
designed around the factors that influence giving outlined by Sargeant (1999). 
This study found that NGV donors are typical arts attendees, consistent with international 
literature. They are wealthy, jn the late stages of their life and share a love for the visual arts. All 
these elements were shared amongst donors; a positive reaction to the way they were approached, 
a good perception of the NGV, and some kind of past experience with it. Six motivational factors 
were identified through the use of principal axis factoring; 'Personal Rewards', 'Altruistic 
Appreciation', 'Social Benefits', 'Benefits', 'Expectations' and 'Gratitude'. Each factor had 
varying levels of importance, however, overall it was found that benefactors were more strongly 
motivated by intrinsic motivations than extrinsic rewards. The only notable exception is the 
extrinsic reward that donors can receive through enjoying the gallery improvements made possible 
by their donation. This motivation is not dominant in current literature and could be specific to the 
visual arts, as would often not be relevant to most.charities. 
Numerous tests were conducted to assess 11 hypotheses relating to how various characteristics 
vaty according to the size of the contribution made. Overall it was found that females give more 
often, but when men do give, they give higher amounts. It was also found that chief wage earners 
give larger contributions than non chief wage earners, higher income levels result in greater 
contributions, and the stronger motivation to give, intrinsic or extrinsic, the larger the contribution. 
Higher levels of past experience with giving and public art galleries also correlated with higher 
contributions. 
While findings may not readily be generalised outside its specific context, this study aims to 
provide some empirical. evidence towards this area which may help other art galleries further 
understand donors, and consequently aid the solicitation of future gifts. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Rationale 
The value of art in society is an ambiguous concept subject to interpretation. However, throughout 
time art has been inextricably linked to the concept of society. Plato was one of the exponents of 
the theory that society is dependent upon art as a "binding, fusing and energising force" (cited in 
Read, 2003, 27). Despite this significance, the value of the visual arts and of the arts in general, is 
not always obvious (Meers, 2002). As such, the arts are a risky investment for governments. This 
is a major problem for public art galleries in Australia as they, like most arts organisations, are 
heavily reliant on government funding for survival. Operating with what Billman-Chartrand and 
McCaughey (1989) call a 'Patron State' funding model, the three-tiered levels of government in 
Australia provide a significant amount of funding to the arts through mms' length arts councils. 
However, McDonald (2003) explains that the days of generous government funding in Australia 
are coming to an end. Thus, when government funding decreases, public art galleries are in need 
of finding other ways of improving financial stability (Dickman, 1995). One such revenue source 
that could be explored is philanthropy. This is a viable option as Tracey and Baker (2004) explain 
that philanthropy is a revenue source with unrealised potential in Australia. 
Philanthropy includes the voluntary giving of finances, time, or any other resource and can be 
undertaken by a variety of entities, namely individuals, businesses and foundations (2003). 
However, Green and Webb (1997) explain that specific determinants of giving are likely to vary 
according to the type of gift, and Lyons (2000) identifies that the factors that influence 
philanthropy are likely to differ greatly between <;ntity types. Thus, for simplicity, the proposed 
study will focus on one type of gift and one entity type; individual philanthropy to public art 
galleries. Some authors suggest that philanthropy is reserved for the wealthy (Ostrower, 1995; 
Prince & File, 1994). Tracey (2003) explains that while this is a commonly held view, 
philanthropy is not, and should not be, restricted to gifts from the wealthy or large gifts. For this 
reason the proposed study will not only address the contributions made by wealthy individuals, but 
those made by all individuals who contribute. 
If any organisation is to seek philanthropic contributions, an understanding of what motivates 
individuals to give is imperative in order to effectively solicit contributions. Schervish (1997a) 
explains that these motivations are not restricted to direct, altruistic or self-serving aspirations, but 
also relate to a broader range of factors including associations, experiences, orientations and 
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general characteristics. The purpose of this study is to examine how public art galleries in 
Australia can better engage in philanthropy through understanding these factors. The majority of 
studies examining the various factors that influence individual financial philanthropy have been 
conducted internationally in the United Kingdom, United States or Europe, and few of these 
studies relate to the arts or visual arts specifically. 
This research uses one public art gallery as a case in point, examining the factors that influenced 
giving to the National Gallery of Victoria's recent capital fundraising campaign, 'One Vision Two 
Galleries' ("the campaign"). This is the largest fundraising campaign conducted by an art gallery 
in Australia to date. A total of around $200,000,000 was raised from a variety of sources. 
Individual financial donations will be the focus of this study, which, in combination with 
foundations accounted for around $64,000,000 of the campaign total (National Gallety of Victoria 
Fundraising Manager, Ian Higgins, personal communication, April 7, 2005). 
1.2 Research Aim 
The purpose of this study is to extend on current international philanthropic knowledge by 
examining how variables influence financial philanthropy by individual benefactors in public art 
galleries in Australia. While findings may not readily be generalised outside its specific context, it 
aims to provide some empirical evidence towards this area of study that may help other art 
galleries further understand donors, and consequently aid the solicitation of future gifts. 
1.3 Research Objectives 
1) Examine how the following factors influence financial philanthropy of individual 
benefactors: 
Demographics 
Past experience with giving in general, public art galleries and the specific public art 
gallery seeking contributions 
Solicitation method 
Direct motivations for giving; Intrinsic motivations and perceived rewards (extrinsic 
and intrinsic) · 
Perception of the organisation and public art galleries in general 
2) Examine how the above factors vary according to the size of contributions made 
11 
1.4 Thesis Structure 
This thesis is organised into six chapters. This chapter has outlined the rationale, background and 
research aims supporting the study. Chapter Two reviews relevant existing literature on 
philanthropy in Australia, visual arts philanthropy, arts philanthropy, and charity in general. 
Chapter Three outlines the research methodology used, including identifying its limitations. 
Chapter Four presents the findings set out according to the methodology described in Chapter 
Three, and Chapter Five presents a summary and brief discussion of the data. This chapter 
presents the researcher's final reflections and thoughts about the study, and how the results address 
the research objectives identified section 1.3. Final conclusions are presented in Chapter Six, 
including recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW 
When identifying the possible factors that influence why individuals philanthropically contribute 
funds to public art galleries in Australia, a variety of sources can be drawn upon. This review will 
first identify existing research on general philanthropy in Australia and discuss how applicable this 
is to the visual arts before examining relevant intemationalliterature relating to the visual arts, arts 
in general, philanthropy, and charity. 
2.1 Defining Philanthropy 
Philanthropy is often used interchangeably with charity, however, there are differences between 
the two. This literature review examines research from both disciplines. Before doing so it is 
necessary to identify their differences. Whereas charity is specifically directed toward the poor, 
philanthropy is a broader concept which includes charity, but also encompasses giving for social 
good to activities with a social purpose including causes such as education, the arts, health, the 
environment and religious institutions (Ostrower, 1995). Therefore, philanthropy and charity are 
differentiated by the cause to which provision is given, and philanthropy includes giving to art 
galleries. 
2.2 Philanthropy in Australia 
In 2003 Lyons argued that little is known about the nature and size of philanthropy in Australia, 
and even less is known about specific factors that influence philanthropic giving. However, in 
recent years a number of studies have been conducted examining Australian philanthropy which 
provide some information about the factors that influence philanthropy among individual 
benefactors. 
Tracey (2003) conducted one of the most significant studies examining individual philanthropy in 
Australia to date. In this study sixty interviews with Australian philanthropists were conducted, 
exploring their views and behaviours on giving. Factors mentioned that influenced philanthropy 
towards the arts in general included having a general love for the arts, loyalty, being involved with 
arts organisations as subscribers, having the money to do so, recognising that the govemment does 
not support the arts as much as other priority areas, being able to see a tangible product provided 
for by a gift, and simply "giving from the heart" (Burke cited in Tracey, 2003: 34). While these 
select individuals identified their motivations for giving to the arts, this research does not focus on 
arts philanthropy specifically. Further, Tracey (cited in "Getting rich people to give," 2004: 51) 
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acknowledges that the impressionistic approach of his research, due to its qualitative nature, limits 
its findings, and so a more analytical study is needed. 
The Giving Australia project (GivingAustralia: Research on philanthropy in Australia. Summmy 
of Preliminmy Qualitative Findings, 2005) is a more analytical and comprehensive study into 
Australian philanthropy than Tracey's. Giving Australia is an initiative of the Prime Minister's 
Community Business Partnership that will consolidate large-scale qualitative and quantitative data 
in order to provide a more detailed overview of the current state of giving in Australia. This is the 
first research project of its type to occur in Australia. One aspect of the Giving Australia project 
focuses on various factors that influence individual giving. Preliminary research found that 
individuals feel intmded upon by aggressive marketing, giving reflects and reinforces life values, 
early life experience with giving is important in shaping one's adult giving, and individuals prefer 
giving to charities than other causes, such as the arts. It was also found that individual donors are 
more likely to be motivated to give by intrinsic detem1inants than extrinsic rewards (Giving 
Australia: Research on philanthropy in Australia. Summmy of Preliminmy Qualitative Findings, 
2005). 
In the final stages of this research the findings of the Giving Australia project were released. The 
findings indicated that while the arts and cultural organisations only receive around 2% of 
donations from individuals in Australia, these donations are increasing, thus reinforcing the need 
for arts and cultural organisations to capitalise on this trend. The three key factors outlined in the 
Giving Australia project as being most influential on philanthropic giving were having the 
capacity to give, having some affiliation with the organisation or cause, and direct motivations 
(Giving Australia: Research on philanthropy in Aitstralia: Summary of Findings, 2005). The most 
common motivating factors, in order of frequency evoked are outlined below. 
I) Affirmation of identity: Identifying with the cause and people assisted by that cause. 
2) Reciprocation: Giving because of a sense of reciprocation for services already provided, or 
anticipation that ~,elp might be needed in future. 
3) Respect for the organisation 
4) Desire to strengthen the community/make the world a better place 
The Giving Australia project also found that individuals were influenced by different factors 
according to wealth. Table 1 outlines an overview of the types of causes supported, giving 
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characteristics, and giving style identified by this study according to wealth, that is, 'eve1yday 
Australians' and 'wealthy Australians'. This study did not provide an explanation of how each of 
these categories are defined. 
Table 1: Philanthropic Characteristics of Australians by Wealth 
'Everyday Australians' 'Wealthy Australians' 
Causes Wide range of causes, particularly Specific connection and relevance of non-
Supported organisations which: profit organisations come from: 
- are local - A personal belief that they are 
- have an impact on their family addressing genuine needs (needs 
often not fully addressed by 
- they have some kind of emotional government) 
connection with 
-
Community legitimacy 
-
Endorsement through formal or 
informal networks or via someone 
respected 
- Perceived trustworthiness and 
accountability 
Characteristics 
- Early life experiences shape adult - Approaches made are commonly 
giving behaviour personal, often in own social circle 
- Giving reflects and reinforces life - As successful, respected individuals, 
values some feel that they have the 
- Trust is important and may be responsibility and desire to support 
declining worthy causes 
Feel overwhelmed by the number of - When an individual has a passion 
-
causes asking for money for a cause, giving increases 
substantially. 
- Don't like aggressive marketing 
-
Interested in new and innovative 
- Prefer to give to the 'needy' and projects or projects where it was 
'innocent' possible to place their personal 
stamp on things. 
-
Their main concerns include 
co 
nonprofit duplication of effort, 
accountability and effectiveness. 
-
Preliminary research found that 
wealthy individuals value privacy 
and tax incentives. 
Giving Style 
- Reactive; Give a small amount in - Social; Giving significant 
response to a direct ask without a amounts at social events I galas 
\great affinity to the cause 
- Change agents; supporting 
- Altruistic; Give larger ($20 - $50) causes they are personally 
amounts to a causes which the touched by, to have a long term 
individual has some affinity with change/effect 
- Proactive; Giving larger amounts - Sustained: giving through formal 
($1 00-$500) through planned giving foundations 
Source: Giving Australia project (summarised) (Giving Australia: Research on philanthropy in Australia: 
Summwy of Findings, 2005) 
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In order to understand specific influences of giving to particular industries, general research like 
Tracey's, or large-scale quantitative or qualitative studies like the Giving Australia project, cannot 
be solely relied upon. Lyons (2003: 169) argues that: 
numbers giving to certain fields, such as the arts, are so small that the data that can be 
gained from large scale population surveys is relatively limited and needs to be 
strengthened by data from samples of actual givers, drawn from the various 
organisations themselves. 
Therefore it can be assumed that the findings from the Giving Australia project are not likely to 
impart a large amount of detail relating to why individuals give to public art galleries specifically. 
2.3 Visual Arts Philanthropy 
While little research has been conducted in Australia examining the factors that influence 
philanthropy of the arts, visual arts or public art galleries specifically, some has been conducted 
internationally. The majority of this research has been developed in Europe, the United Kingdom 
and the United States of America. 
Balfe and Cassilly (1993) explain how and why individual benefactors supported the founding of 
public art galleries internationally. Most public art galleries throughout Europe and the United 
Kingdom were founded as royal or aristocratic collections that were later taken over by 
government ministries of culture for public use (Balfe & Cassilly, 1993). The eventuating funding 
structure has been described by Hillman-Chartrand and McCaughey (1989) as a 'Patron State' 
model, whereby government supports the arts through a series of arms' length arts councils. 
Australia has adapted a similar funding structure for its public art galleries, and arts industry in 
general., Despite this funding model, individual philanthropists also contributed to the founding of 
these public art galleries. Balfe and Cas silly (1993: 119-120) explain that most founding 
individual benefactors of public art galleries in Europe and the United Kingdom did not 
necessarily have an acquired taste or knowledge of the arts, but believed public art galleries would 
"stimulate the cultural life of the community through enhancing the quality of life for individual 
citizens". Balfe and Cassilly further argue that this motivation for supporting public art galleries is 
also the prime motivation for individual benefactors in the United States, where a different funding 
structure necessitates they are supported by individual benefactors. 
While Balfe and Cassilly indicate that the stimulation of cultural life is a key motivator for arts 
philanthropy, Kotler and Scheff (1997) explain that fund-raisers have identified a diverse set of 
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reasons explaining why people give in general. Therefore, a thorough examination of all the 
factors that influence arts philanthropy needs to be more comprehensive than simply identifying a 
key motivation. 
The most significant study identifying a comprehensive range factors that influence financial 
philanthropy towards the arts was conducted in the United Kingdom by Sargeant, Lee and Jay 
(2002). Among other findings, this study identified that the key motivations of donors 
contributing major gifts to arts organisations in the United Kingdom included the ability to be 
involved first hand with the artistic product, and while public recognition was not identified as 
being important, discreet and personal acknowledgement was "viewed as appropriate" (Sargeant et 
al., 2002: 21). While this study provides a small amount of insight into the key factors that 
influence arts philanthropy, its application to the individual benefactors of art galleries in Australia 
is limited by the scope of the study as its sampling frame was restricted to major, wealthy donors. 
Wealthy donors are defined by Sargeant et al. to be those with net assets over one million pounds. 
It is also limited due to its geographical context of the United Kingdom and focus on the arts in 
general, not the visual arts or public art galleries. 
While there has been some research conducted on philanthropy in the arts, it is limited and 
relatively incomprehensive, drawing upon on one or two key factors that influence giving. For 
this reason, when addressing which factors influence giving to the visual arts the proposed study 
will draw upon on a range of theories from charitable and philanthropic literature. This literature 
is more developed and offers a more comprehensive overview of how combinations of factors 
influence giving. Most of this literature has been conducted internationally in the United States, 
United Kingdom and Europe and is discussed in the following section. 
2.4 Factors Influencing Financial Philanthropy 
The area of literature that outlines how and why individuals contribute to charity is often referred 
to as giving behaviour (Polonsky, Shelley, & Voola, 2002). Bendapudi, Singh and Bendapudi 
(1996) explain that giving behaviour usually involves one person helping another directly or 
through an intermediary O!:ganisation. However, philanthropy is more likely to involve donations 
going to non-profit organisations rather than individuals (Ostrower, 1995). While these 
differences exist, literature on giving behaviour can provide some insight into the general theories 
of giving that can relate to philanthropy. 
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Conceptual and empirical work on giving behaviour can be found in the disciplines of economics, 
psychology, anthropology, sociology, and most recently, marketing (Sargeant, 1999). Despite the 
plethora of research on giving behaviour, few researchers have incorporated literature from 
multiple disciplines or addressed multiple influencing factors. This has resulted in a highly 
fragmented body of knowledge (Bendapudi et al., 1996). Several studies have also made attempts 
to synthesise the available literature and to develop a broader perspective on how and why 
individuals give to charity. Guy and Patton (1989) and Burnett and Wood (1988) were two of the 
first studies to provide such a synthesis and represent two of the first real attempts to provide a 
composite model of giving behaviour. Burnett and Wood's is more comprehensive than Guy and 
Patton's as it draws upon a broader range of literature, however neither of these studies include an 
explanation of how individuals select between differing causes. 
Sargeant (1999) reviewed significant models of giving behaviour from various disciplines (Batson, 
1987; Krebs & Miller, 1985; Mathur, 1996; Radley & Kennedy, 1995; Schwartz & Howard, 1982) 
and developed one of the most comprehensive model of giving behaviour to date (Figure 1 ). This 
review concluded that the constructs identified in the existing literature could be categorised into 
six broad categories. The categories include inputs, perceptual reactions, extrinsic moderating 
determinants, intrinsic moderating determinants, processing determinants and outputs. The 
following subsections define and discuss Sargeant's six categories. Relevant literature that 
provides additional constructs for each of these categories is also discussed. 
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Figure 1: Sargeant's Model oflndividual Charity Giving Behaviour 
Extrinsic Moderating 
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Source: (Sargeant, 1999:218) 
2.5 Sargeant's Categories of Factors that Influence Giving Behaviour 
2.5.1 Output 
Output can be differentiated by the type of gift. This can include finances, volunteering, in-
kind contributions and loyalty, and donors can elect to contribute to a cause at a variety of 
different levels. Most organisations distinguish between small, intermediate and major 
contributions (Kotler & Scheff, 1997). As previously discussed, many of the studies on 
philanthropy have focused entirely on major level donors, as fundraisers often place more 
importance on them (Ostrower, 1995; Prince & File, 1994; Sargeant et al., 2002; Schervish, 
1997a, 1997b). Sargeant et al. (2002) explain that many fundraisers prefer to concentrate on 
these major donors as Pareto's 80/20 rule often applies, that is, 20% of donors contribute 80% 
of total gifts. Therefore, more revenue can be received from a single contribution. However 
Kotler and Scheff (1997) explain that organisations that focus entirely on major donors are 
restricting their options, and the impact small contributions can have should never be 
overlooked. 
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Sargeant (1999) argues that that the level of a donor's output is a result of all the other 
variables identified in Figure 1. Kotler and Scheff (1997) explain that there are great benefits 
in understanding how these variables vaty according to the size of output, as organisations are 
able to target potential donors more effectively according to their expected contributions. 
2.5.2 Input 
Sargeant (1999) explains that inputs relate to constmcts that influence an individual to give 
over which an organisation has control. This includes an organisation's brand, image and 
mode of ask The mode of ask, or method of solicitation, includes the way in which a 
prospective donor is approached. This constmct can be operationalised to include direct mail, 
telemarketing, face-to-face canvassing, door-to-door distribution, media advertising or a 
combination of each (Sargeant, 1999). Kotler and Scheff (1997) argue that the more personal 
the solicitation, the more income is received. According to Kotler and Scheff types of 
solicitation ranging from the most personal to the least personal are; approached by someone 
known to-the prospect, approached by someone unknown to the prospect and direct mail. 
2.5.3 Perceptual Reactions 
Perceptual reactions relate to the way in which a potential donor reacts to the message being 
conveyed (Sargeant, 1999). This includes the portrayal of the causes' need, fit of the cause 
with the individuals' desired self-image, perceptual noise and strength of stimulus. 
In general it has been found that if a cause is portrayed in a positive way, donors are more 
likely to respond than if it is portrayed negatively (Benson & Catt, 1978). Eayrs and Ellis 
(1990) identify that this particularly relates to charities which support a cause that have the 
potential to be disturbing or confrontational, such as depicting an overly handicapped child or 
stressing the dependence of a charity on the prospect. The central theme is that messages 
should be portrayed appropriately. 
The fit of the cause relates to whether individuals select to support a cause based on how it 
relates to their own ,~ifestyle. Coliazzi (cited in Sargeant, 1999) noted that individuals are 
more likely to help individuals similar to themselves, and Sargeant (Sargeant, 1999: 221) 
further suggests that individuals are therefore likely to support causes that are "relevant to 
their segment to society". 
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With an increasing number of causes to support, the propensity for donors to become confused 
by the diversity of appeals has increased. This is referred to as perceptual noise. Sargeant 
(1999) explains that the lower the perceptual noise, the more likely an individual will be to 
donate to a specific cause. Further, a strong stimulus generated by an organisation is argued to 
reduce the distraction of perceptual noise. A strong stimulus is likely to be created by a high 
perceived degree ofurgency of the cause (Farrington & Kidd, 1977), a high degree ofpersonal 
responsibility an individual perceives to have towards a cause (Geer & Jermecky, 1973), a 
high degree of personalisation in the approach and a clear and unambiguous request to 
contribute (Clark & Wood, 1972). 
2.5.4 Extl'insic Moderating Determinants 
Extrinsic moderating determinants refer to the individual characteristics of donors including 
age, gender, occupation, education, income and location of residence and religion, among 
others (Sargeant, 1999). The impact of these factors is extremely diverse, and much debate 
has surrounded them. It has been found that older individuals are more likely to give than 
younger individuals (Nichols, 1992; Sherry, 1983) and that females are more likely to give 
than males (Beatty, Kahle, & Homer, 1991; Coffman, 2000; McClintock, 1997). It has also 
been suggested that location of residency influences philanthropy. Donthu (1992) argues that 
individuals in urban areas are more likely to give as a result of a higher exposure to causes and 
their appeals(Donthu, 1992), whereas Latane and Nida (1981) argue that those living in rural 
areas are more willing to exhibit helping behaviours than city dwellers. The Giving Australia 
project also found that individuals are more likely to give to local causes (Giving Australia: 
Research on philanthropy in Australia: Summary of Findings, 2005). 
Mears (1992) and (Jones & Posnett, 1991) view giving as "income elastic". The importance 
of who earns this income and decides to distribute it to a particular cause has also been a topic 
of interest. 
Religious beliefs have also been found to be key extrinsic moderating determinants. Whereas 
it has been found th~t individuals with strong religious beliefs are most likely to contribute to 
religious institutions they are associated with (Sinclair, 1990), Tracey (2003) indicates that 
Jewish philanthropy is particularly strong in culture and the arts. Cultural differences have 
also been found to influence giving behaviour (Beatty et al., 1991). Tracey (2003) indicates 
that little is known about the practice of philanthropy amongst Australia's ethnic communities, 
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however due to cultural differences there are sure to be differences in the way individuals from 
different cultures engage in philanthropy. 
2.5.5 Intrinsic Moderating Determinants 
Sargeant (1999) argues that intrinsic moderating determinants that influence giving to charity 
include the need for self esteem, guilt, pity, social justice, empathy, fear and sympathy. 
However, the literature offers a much broader range and analysis of these constructs. 
Whatever the cause, Batson (1987) and Krebs and Miller (1985) suggest that intrinsic 
motivations vmy depending on whether the individuals are altruistic or egoistic. Altruism is 
defined by Green and Webb (1997: 24) as "[giving] behavior that is intentional and voluntary, 
which seeks to increase another's welfare, instead of one's own and for which no external 
reward is expe9ted". There has been an ongoing philosophical debate spanning centuries 
regarding the existence of altruism (Batson, 1987). The central question is whether humans 
are capable of purely unselfish acts ()r whether all helping behavior arises out of egoistic 
motives. Batson (1987) and Margolis (1982) contended that altruism in its truest sense does 
exist, and the literature does now tend to concur with this view. Frank (1996) argues that the 
most effective approach to understanding motivations for charitable giving lies in combining 
both altruism and egoism. Egoistic motivations are based on the desire to receive rewards. 
Sargeant (1999) indicates that perceived rewards are processing determinants and are therefore 
discussed in the following section. 
The intrinsic rewards discussed in this section and perceived rewards discussed in section 
2.5.6 all relate to direct motivations for giving. Otherwise known as the rationale for support, 
Sargeant argues that this rationale varies according to the size of contributions made. While 
incidental examples have been provided, no significant analysis on how these motivations 
vary, especially in the arts, has been provided. 
2.5.6 Processing Determinants 
Processing determinants impact the way individuals perceive an approach to give, and apply it 
\ 
to their own circumstances. Sargeant (1999) explains processing determinants identity how a 
donor selects between the various organisations requesting support. These constructs are 
particularly important as they will help to provide insight into why individuals give to the 
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visual arts as opposed to other causes. This category includes past experiences and 
judgemental criteria. 
Past experiences can relate to past experiences of giving in general, the cause to which they 
are giving, and the specific organisations to which they are giving (Sargeant, 1999). Schervish 
and Havens (1997) identified a variety of factors that influence giving behaviour similar to 
Sargeant, however their study solely focused on factors that influence the giving behaviour of 
millionaires. In their study Schervish and Havens identified that the past experiences of giving 
in general, often relate to the example of parents and family from one's youth. However, past 
experiences of giving in general also relates to the individual's personal history of giving. 
According to Sargeant, West and Ford (2005) judgmental criteria includes an individuals' 
perception of charities in general, perception of the reputation and performance of the specific 
organisation in question, and in cases where a relationship already exists with the organisation, 
perceptions of delivered service quality. The importance of these constmcts as an influence of 
giving behaviour is supported by numerous studies that have examined the attitudes of 
individuals towards the cause to which they are giving. In their attempts to understand giving 
behaviour many researchers have examined attitudes toward charitable giving (Bagozzi, 1981; 
LaTour & Manrai, 1989; Schlegelmich, 1988), and attitudes toward the charitable organisation 
(Harvey, 1990; Schlegelmich, 1988). In fact, in the study conducted by Schlegelmilch (1988) 
it was found that attitudes toward giving to charity were more predictive than socio-economic 
variables in discriminating between donors and non-donors. 
Sargeant, West and Ford (2004) found that individuals who view charities to be valuable to 
society, were more likely to support that charity. Further, it was found that individuals are 
more likely to support effective organisations. This can be correlated to say that individuals 
who perceive visual arts, public art galleries or the arts in general as being valuable to society 
would be likely to support them. Further, public art galleries which are viewed as being 
effective are also likely to be supported. 
' ,_ 
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Perceptual determinants also include the perceived benefits an individual would receive from a 
contribution. Sargeant et al. (2005) explain that these benefits may accme either directly to 
the individual or indirectly to another party and Schervish and Havens (1997) identifies that 
these benefits can either be intrinsic rewards or extrinsic rewards. It is important to note, 
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however, that these rewards do not include tangible benefits as philanthropy relates to 
voluntary giving. Common intrinsic rewards identified by Schervish (1997a), Green and 
Webb (1997) and Sargeant and Lee (2004) include personal elements such as achievement of 
self-esteem, sense of achievement and personal growth. Other elements include the social 
benefits that result from affiliation with a particular cause or organisation and negative 
elements such as guilt avoidance. 
Extrinsic rewards can also include formal recognition, personal recognition from the receiving 
organisation and peer acknowledgement. These benefits are referred to by Harbaugh (1998) 
as 'prestige benefits' whereby others are aware of how much an individual has contributed. 
Harbaugh used data on the financial philanthropy of lawyers to their law schools to estimate a 
utility function that includes both intrinsic and prestige benefits. The results supported the 
hypothesis that donors have a taste for prestige, and they show that a substantial portion of 
donations can be attributed to it. This study provides both the theoretical and empirical 
evidence that supports the creat~on of levels of giving whereby listing benefactors by size of 
contribution, or contribution categories will produce more gifts in total than listing people 
alphabetically. 
Tax incentives are another possible perceived benefit. The literature presents a variety of 
views on the importance to tax incentives. Some authors suggest that tax incentives are 
important determinants of giving (Green & Webb, 1997; Haggberg, 1992). However, 
Australian literature suggests that tax incentives appear to have minimal effect on giving 
(Polonsky et al., 2002; Tracey, 2003). For many of the philanthropists interviewed by Tracey 
(2003) tax deductions were welcome, but not crucial to their giving. Many respondents said 
that they would give if deductions were not available, although perhaps to a lesser degree. 
Many of the studies previously discussed relate primarily to charity. Due to the difference 
between charity and philanthropy in the types of causes given to, the intrinsic motivating 
determinants and perceived rewards can vary. Prince and File (1994) conducted a study 
examining the motivating factors of philanthropists. This study surveyed over two hundred 
\ 
affluent philanthropists on their extrinsic moderating detem1inants, intrinsic moderating 
determinants and processing determinants. After cluster analysis had been applied to their 
responses, seven profiles of individuals were identified. These profiles were: 
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• Communitarians: primarily altruistic individuals who give just because they support a 
cause and it makes sense to give to it. 
• Devout: primarily altruistic individuals who give according to religious beliefs. 
• Investors: primarily egoistic individuals who give to receive income tax benefits. 
• Socialites: primarily egoistic individuals who give to receive social benefits. 
• Altruists: purely altruistic individuals who seek no acknowledgement for their gift. 
• Repayer: individuals who give out of a feeling of loyalty or obligation. These individuals 
have often been a beneficiary of the cause and want others to experience the benefit they 
have received. 
• Dynasts: individuals who gives because it is family tradition. 
Three factors identified by Prince and File that have not already been discussed include giving 
according to religious beliefs, giving out of a sense of loyalty or obligation to a cause they 
have been a beneficiaty of, and giving as a result of family tradition. Tracey (2003) confirms 
that all three of these factors can be important motivators for Australian donors. 
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2.6 Sargeant's Factors in an Australian Context 
This study intends to use categories influencing giving behaviour as identified by Sargeant (1999) 
as a framework for understanding all the factors that influence giving to public art galleries in 
Australia. Before applying these categories to a specific indushy, it is important to identify 
whether these categories could be influenced by cultural differences between countries. This 
section will discuss whether Sargeant's model can be applied in an Australian context. 
Polonsky et al. (2002) conducted a study exami~ing whether Sargeant's model can be applied in 
an Australian context. The purpose of this study was to identify whether donors of an unknown 
Australian charity considered the issues identified within the literature to be important, and if there 
were any gaps or differences. This was done by comparing the results of two focus groups with 
the existing literature on giving behaviour. The focus group method is a suitable way to examine 
further the themes identified in literature as it is possible to conduct in-depth study rather than 
broad analysis (Dillion, Madden, & Fertile, 1993). However, it is important to note that the 
methodology of this studYi has fundamentally weak external validity due to its small sample size 
(Wells, 1979). 
Participants identified with most of the variables influencing giving behaviour in the existing 
literature, however three. main differences were found. The first difference was that respondents 
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placed more emphasis on intrinsic variables than extrinsic values, which is supported by the 
preliminary findings of the Giving Australia project (Giving Australia: Research on philanthropy 
in Australia. Summmy of Preliminary Qualitative Findings, 2005). Secondly, subtle differences 
were identified in the levels of importance placed on variables by respondents. The third main 
difference was a perceptual reaction that suggested that the high governmental support of charities 
reduces the perceived need for philanthropic support. This concept has been coined as 'crowding 
out' (Steinberg, 1991 ). This difference could presumably apply to the arts in Australia as 
Australia operates a 'Patron State' funding model where government provides a significant amount 
of funding to the arts through arms' length arts councils (Billman-Chartrand & McCaughey, 
1989). 
While Polonsky et al. 's study identified a few slight differences between the literature and the 
Australian context it examined, it was found that there were no significant differences. Thus, it is 
deemed acceptable to apply the factors identified by Sargeant in his model to an Australian 
context. 
2.7 Literature Review Summary 
This chapter has identified the importance of philanthropy as an increasingly viable revenue 
stream for public art galleries in Australia, and the subsequent importance of understanding the 
factors that influence individual financial philanthropy. It has also examined a broad range of 
Australian and international literature about the various factors that influence individual financial 
philanthropy. While a plethora of studies have been conducted examining why individuals give to 
a particular cause, Sargeant (1999) has arguably presented one of the most comprehensive 
overviews of the variety of factors that influence 'this act. Research has concluded that Sargeant's 
,. 
model can be applied in an Australian setting. 
While some studies have been conducted examining philanthropy in Australia, particularly in 
recent years, no significant studies that relate specifically to the visual arts have been identified. 
While the research findings of these studies, particularly larger studies like those identified in the 
Giving Australia project are important in profiling the philanthropic actions and motivations of 
\ 
Australians in general, they are not easily applied to specific fields. In order to examine why 
individuals contribute to a specific cause, like public art galleries, context specific research needs 
to be conducted. 
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CHAPTER 3 -METHODOLOGY 
This chapter outlines the research method and design used in this study to address the research 
questions. It explains the theoretical underpinnings of the methodology, the tools for undertaking 
data collection and discusses methodological limitations. 
3.1 Research Method 
This study seeks to assess how factors, identified by existing literature as influencing giving, apply 
in the specific context of giving to public art galleries in Australia. As this research aims to build 
on existing theory, an inductive approach rather than deductive reasoning was required. Robson 
(1993) explains that this method of research is appropriate when "assessing [a phenomenon] in a 
new light". 
As established in the previous chapter, some qualitative research has been conducted in Australia 
on the various factors that influence philanthropy. According to Denzin (1989), qualitative 
research encompasses interpretive procedures that inductively describe, translate and focus on 
meaning rather than the frequency of occurring phenomenon. In contrast, quantitative research 
focuses on deductive, statistical techniques for generating and analysing data. Therefore, 
qualitative data produces 'soft' descriptive data while quantitative research produces 'hard' 
statistical data. As a plethora of qualitative research has been conducted on factors that influence 
philanthropy, and this study aims to examine how these factors apply to a specific context, a 
methodology that allowed the examination of a large range of variables was required. 
Achievement of this goal required the systematic. gathering of the same measurable data from the 
target population. In order to ask the respondents sets of standardised, structured questions about a 
large range of factors and receive measurable data in return, a descriptive, quantitative design was 
employed; the self-administered survey. 
A self-administered questionnaire is a technique where the respondent reads the survey questions 
and records their responses without the presence of a trained interviewer. A major advantage of 
surveys is their ability to accommodate large sample sizes at a relatively low cost (Lucus, Hair, 
Bush, & Ortinau, 2004). Further, Oppenheim (1992) explains that the anonymity of self-
administered surveys may increase the response rate and is especially important in surveys that 
involve sensitive topics, such as motivation for giving and income levels. Additionally, the data 
shuctures that are created can increase the researcher's ability to make generalised inductive and 
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probabilistic inferences about the population. This data can also be used for higher order analyses 
that tap into factors that are not directly observable (Lucus et al., 2004). 
While the self-administered survey provides a comprehensive overview of results, between-
method triangulation has been employed to support its findings and increase reliability. Denzin 
(1989:244) explains that between-method triangulation is where the researcher combines two or 
more different research methods in the study of the same empirical unit. This helps to maximise 
the strength of a variety of different methods "while overcoming their unique deficiencies'. As a 
result of this, this stuqy uses between method triangulation by combining semi-structured 
interviews with the self-administered survey. 
3.2 The Sample 
The sample frame for the research consists of all the individual benefactors that contributed to the 
campaign, for which the National Gallery of Victoria has contact details. This sample frame 
includes between 300 and 500 individuals (Judy Williams personal communication 2 October 
2005). 
The National Gallery of Victoria originally agreed to distributing 300 questionnaires. Using 
Dillman's (2000) tailed method approach, outlined in section 3.3.2, a 30% response rate was 
anticipated. With 100 responses this would have been a satisfactory sample size to conduct 
various tests requiring this quantity of cases (outlined in section 4.43 ). However, prior to the 
surveys being distributed the National Gallery of Victoria informed the researcher that only 130 
surveys could be distributed. 
A probability sample was used for the questionnaire as it is important to receive results 
representative of the sample frame (Polonsky & Waller, 2005). Proportionate stratified sampling 
by output size was applied as one of the two research questions of the proposed study is to 
examine how factors that influence giving vary according to the size of the contribution. A total of 
71 surveys were returned of which 7 were unusable. This resulted in 64 usable questionnaires 
producing a response rate of 49.23%. 
\ 
\ 
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3.3 Data Collection 
3.3.1 Literature Review 
The literature review (outlined in Chapter Two) identified a variety of variables that influence 
individual financial philanthropy. Sargeant's giving behaviour framework (Figure I) was 
identified as the most comprehensive overview of these factors, and that they are relevant in an 
Australian context. For these reasons, the categories outlined by Sargeant will be used as a 
framework for this study. These variables and their corresponding categories are outlined in Table 
2. 
The variables outlined in Table 2 were operationalised into the statements outlined in Appendix 1. 
These statements were largely derived from a variety of studies including Burnett and Wood 
(1988), Guy and Patton (1989), Prince and File (1994), Schervish (1997a; 1997b; 1997), Sargeant 
et al. (2005; 2004), Sargeant and Lee (2004) and the Giving Australia project (Giving Australia: 
Research on philanthropy in Australia: Summary of Findings, 2005). 
Table 2: Factors Influencing Individual Financial Philanthropy 
Category Variables 
Input Mode of request 
Perceptual • Clarity of request 
Reactions Fit with self • 
• Perceptual noise 
• Portrayal of cause 
• Strength of stimulus 
- Perceived degree of urgency of the cause 
~ 
- Perceived level of personal responsibility felt 
Extrinsic • Gender 
Moderating 
• Age Determinants 
• Education 
• Martial status 
• Income 
• Employment status 
' 
• Religion 
• Nationality 
• Occupation 
• Location of residency 
Intrinsic Moderating • Altruism 
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Determinants • Expectations 
• Family Tradition 
• Good Feeling 
• Gratitude 
• In memory of a loved one 
• Spiritual reasons 
• Religious reasons 
Processing • Past Experience 
Determinants With giving in general -
- I With the type of organisation (public visual art galleries) 
- With the specific organisation (NGV) 
• Perceptions 
- Of the type of organisation (public visual art galleries) 
- Of the specific organisation (NGV) 
• Perceived Rewards 
- Need for self-esteem 
- Formal recognition 
- Guilt reduction 
- Peer acknowledgement 
- Self-benefit 
- Sense of achievement 
- Social activities 
- Social affiliations 
- Tax incentives 
Output Level of contribution 
In order to address the second research objective the following hypotheses were derived from the 
literature review taking into account how each of the above categories impact upon the level of 
contribution made. These hypotheses have been proposed in the literature and this study will test 
how they apply to this specific context. 
Input 
HI: The more personal the approach made to ask an individual to contribute to the 
campaig!J, the greater the size of the contribution made 
\ 
Perceptual Reactions 
H2: The stronger the perceptual reaction, the greater the size of the contribution made 
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Extrinsic Moderating Determinants 
H3: The higher the average household income level, the greater the size of the 
contribution 
H4: Chief wage earners give larger contributions thannon-chiefwage earners 
Intrinsic Moderating Determinants & Perceived Rewards 
H5: The stronger the perceived reward, the greater the size of the contribution made 
H6: The stronger the intrinsic motivation to give, the greater the size of contribution 
made 
Processing Determinants (Past Experiences) 
H7: Individuals with past experience with the organisation give higher contributions 
H8: Individuals with past experience with similar organisations give higher contributions 
H9: Individuals who have more experience with giving give higher contributions 
HI 0: The better the perception of the type of organisation, the greater the size of the 
contribution made 
H 11: The better the perception of the specific organisation, the greater the size of the 
contribution made 
3.3.2 Questionnaire 
Design 
A draft questionnaire was constructed using the construct statements outlined in Appendix 1 as 
derived from the literature review. The draft questionnaire consisted of four sections and is 
outlined in Appendix 2. Each section was designed in order to represent each category of 
variables addressed in the research objectives and outlines in Table 2. The sequence of the 
questions were designed to start with the "easy, non-threatening questions", followed by the "main 
body of literature" as suggested by Robson (1993). 
Section One consisted of questions related to general attitudes and experiences and Section Two 
consisted of direct motivations for giving to the campaign. Both these sections were measured 
using a five point Likeit, scale; Strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly agree. The 
values attached to each one of these responses will be 5,4,3,2 and 1 respectively. Likert (1932) 
proposed that this is an appropriate measurement to use for measuring attitudes, and is useful for 
identifying which categories and particular constructs are particularly important, as identified by a 
high score. Negative wording was employed in some items in these sections to reduce response 
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set bias. This was necessary to break up what might be a habitual response (Aaker, Kumar, & 
Day, 2003). 
Section Three consisted of nominal data questions relating to input and output, and Section Four 
consisted of extrinsic moderating determinants. Most of the extrinsic moderating determinants are 
measured using nominal data, with some open-ended responses that will be post-coded into similar 
responses. These measurements allow the research findings to be compared across groups 
identified by extrinsic moderating determinants. Output and average income (extrinsic moderating 
determinant) are measured using interval data. This is the most appropriate measurement to use as 
Dillman (2000) explains that individuals feel more comfortable disclosing monetary amounts in 
brackets rather than stating exact amounts. 
The format of the survey was designed according to Dillman's (2000) tailed design method. 
Dillman's research demonstrated that the development of standardised procedures can lead to 
substantially improved response rates. Through the use of personalised messages and attractive, 
well-designed, appropriately formatted questionnaires that are easy to navigate, respondents 
appear more willing to respond to mail questionnaires. 
The final questionnaire is presented in Appendix 3. Results from the semi-structured interviews 
(outlined in section 3.3.3) and the pre-test (outlined in section 3.3.4) were taken into account when 
finalising this questionnaire. 
Implementation 
Based on experience, a staff member of the National Gallery of Victoria explained that the 
majority of individual benefactors associated with the National Gallery of Victoria are elderly and 
may not be computer literate (Higgins, personal communication, April 7, 2005). It is for this 
reason it was decided to mail the questionnaire by post and not email. While the researcher paid 
for postage, the National Gallery of Victoria distributed the questionnaires on behalf of the 
researcher to assure anonymity, and to comply with privacy laws. 
One limitation of the qu~stionnaire methodology is the potential for non-response errors. These 
errors exist when respondents included in the sample do not respond (Polonsky & Waller, 2005). 
These errors are typically high in mail questionnaires and could reduce the validity of quantitative 
data. Dillman (2000) s4ggests that increasing rewards, reducing costs and increasing trust of the 
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respondents can increase the response rates. Rewards were increased by showing positive regard 
and writing a hand written note to each respondent thanking them in advance for their response. 
Costs were reduced by avoiding inconvenience by including a stamped return envelope for the 
completed questionnaire. Having the National Gallery of Victoria distribute the questionnaire on 
behalf of the researcher was a technique used with the intention to increase trust. 
3.3.3 Semi-Structured Interviews 
The literature review revealed that factors influencing individual financial philanthropy can be 
context specific. It is therefore recognised that there may have been some factors for the study's 
specific context which did not appear in the literature reviewed. In order to identify additional 
factors, it was necessary to examine the underlying motives and attitudes of the population. 
Polonsky and Waller (2005) explain that semi-structured interviews are an appropriate method to 
use when examining underlying motives and attitudes. Thus, semi-structured interviews were 
conducted to identify factors that influenced giving to the campaign which were not identified in 
the literature review. 
The non-probability technique of convenience sampling was used to identify six donors to 
participate in the semi-structured interviews. Robson (1993) explains that this technique can have 
a strong sampling error, which means that it does not produce findings representative of the 
sample frame. However, it is useful for when "getting a feeling for the issues involved" (Robson, 
1993: 141). Therefore it was deemed an appropriate technique to use for this research phase to 
identify any key factors that were not been identified in the literature. 
The interview schedule used for the semi-structured interviews is presented in Appendix 4. Each 
interview consisted of the same open-ended questions and probes for all respondents. These 
questions were been adapted from Sargeant and Lees's (2004) study on major arts philanthropy, to 
maximise construct validity. These interviews only included open ended questions as they allow 
the individual to fully express their opinions, within the research framework, which provided the 
opportunity for participants to identify any additional variables that influence their giving 
(Polonsky & Waller, 2005). 
\ 
', 
Sargeant's (2002) interview questions were adapted to ensure that all the relevant categories 
identified by Sargeant (1999) were represented. As the purpose of these interviews was to identify 
any additional factors that influence giving, relevant categories include those for which it is 
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important to ascertain whether any additional factors exist. Extrinsic moderating determinants and 
questions relating to past experiences specifically related to giving were excluded from these 
interviews as the interviewer felt these personal factors could be considered intrusive in a face-to-
face situation where perceived anonymity is low (Polonsky & Waller, 2005). Relevant categories 
were represented by questions outlined in Appendix 3. Each interview was taped and transcribed 
verbatim. 
I 
Individuals interviewed in the semi-structured interviews identified a range of factors that could 
have influenced their decision to financially contribute to the campaign. While many of these 
factors have already been identified in the literature, some new factors emerged. These factors are 
outlined below and were added to the questionnaire. 
Question I -Past experience with the organization 
Before the interviews, this processing determinant was represented in the draft questionnaire 
as childhood experiences (Ql8), exhibition attendance (Q19), past giving behaviour (Q20) and 
family connections with the institution (Q21). The interviews revealed that this representation 
of 'past experience with the NGV' is limited and should be extended to include a variety of 
options. As such, childhood experiences, exhibition attendance and past giving behaviour 
were included as options in a new question as nominal data with the following options that 
were identified as additional variables: 
• Committee member of an NGV association 
• NGV Volunteer 
• Relative/friend is an NGV volunteer; and 
• .NGV Gallery Society member 
Question 2- Perceptions of the NGV 
The interviews identified that respondents have different perceptions of the NGV according to 
the following four categories; the NGV overall, the NGV as an organisation, the NGV as a 
building and the NGV collection. As such, a number of new variables should be included in 
the survey to account for these perceptions. Construct statements for each of the newly 
identified variables ate outlined in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Perceptions of the NGV identified in semi-structured interviews 
Category Variable Construct Statement 
NGV Overall World-class galle1y The NGV is a world-class gallery 
Enjoyable to visit I enjoy visiting the NGV 
Accessible to the entire The NGV is accessible to the entire 
community community 
Provides social benefits to The NGV provides a valuable service to 
society' the community 
NGV Organisation Responsive to public demand The NGV is responsive to public 
demand 
Friendly The staff at the NGV are always friendly 
NGV Building Well-designed I believe the NGV is well-designed 
Excited about the At the time of making my contribution I 
redevelopments was excited about the redevelopments to 
be made possible through the campaign 
NGV Gallery Feeling of ownership over the I feel I have a sense of ownership over 
Collection collection the NGV's collection 
Question 3 -Past experiences with other art galleries I visual arts 
This question revealed that the statement 'I regularly visit art galleries other than the NGV' 
can be expanded to clarifY the location of galleries visited by included the following two 
statements: 
• I always visit art galleries when travelling 
• I regularly visit art galleries other than the NGV in Melbourne or its surrounding regions 
Three additional variables were also identified which can be represented in the following 
construct statements: 
• I am involved in the organisation of other visual arts organisations 
• I enjoy experiencing the visual arts 
• I am a member of art galleries other than the NGV 
Question 4 -Modes ofrequest 
It was identified that i'ndividuals may not have been asked to contribute to the campaign, and 
so 'was not asked to contribute' will be included as an option for this question. 
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Question 5- Perceptual Reactions 
Respondents were generally happy with the way they were asked to contribute. The two 
reactions identified were that the solicitation was appropriate and encouraged contribution. 
Q7 in the draft questionnaire represented appropriateness of contribution. The following 
constmct statement was included to represent 'encouraged contribution'; 
• The way I was approached to contribute to the campaign encouraged me to contribute 
Question 6- Perception of Benefits Received & Intrinsic Moderating Determinants 
Three additional reasons for contributing to the campaign were identified which were included 
in the final questionnaire. 
I gave to the National Gallery of Victoria's recent capital fundraising campaign because ... 
• I was in the financial position to do so, 'so why not?' 
• I have a strong affiliation with the NGV 
• I understood that financial support was needed 
Question 7- Perception of Public Art Galleries 
Three additional perceptions of public art galleries were identified which were included in the 
final questionnaire. These were: 
• Public Art Galleries are something a community can be proud of 
• Public Art Galleries provide something for all people 
• Public Art Galleries need financial support from the public to operate 
3.3.4 Semi-structured Interviews -Pre-test 
Participants of the pre-tests were selected from the sample population and were conducted through 
personal interviews as suggested by Dillman (2000). All the individuals participating in the semi-
stmctured interviews were also asked to review the questionnaire. When conducting a pre-test, 
Aaker et al. (2003) explain that the researcher can choose one of two approaches; a debriefing or 
protocol approach. In a protocol approach, the respondent is asked to 'think aloud' as he or she is 
completing the questionnaire. In the debriefing approach the questionnaire is administered to 
respondents in the same, way it is intended for the final data collection. As the final survey was to 
be mailed to respondents'to complete on their own, the debriefing approach was used. 
After completing the interview, each participant was presented with a copy of the questionnaire 
clearly labelled as 'draft only'. Then they were instmcted that while answering the questionnaire, 
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they were not to ask the moderator for help, but to make a note of where they felt confusion or 
difficulty with a question. Based on the reasons for pre-testing identified by Bryman (2004), 
participants were asked to reflect on the clarity of wording, layout and sequence of the 
questionnaire. 
After each respondent had completed the questionnaire, the researcher debriefed respondents by 
asking their comments on each section and question included in the draft questionnaire. Overall, 
pre-testing revealed similar issues from each respondent. Participants confirmed that the majority 
of the questions were relevant and the format was clear. Four out of the six respondents indicated 
that the sequence of Section One was a little confusing as the questions alternated between general 
attitudes and specific questions relating to the campaign. Thus, the questionnaire was redesigned 
such that Section One was divided into one section about general attitudes and experiences (Q 1-
28) and another section comprised of statements relating specifically to the campaign (Q29- 39) 
(See Appendix 3). 
3.4 Ethical Considerations 
As this research required the involvement of human participants in interviews and responses to a 
questionnaire, ethical clearance was obtained before data collection commenced. Polonsky and 
Waller (2005) explain that another ethical consideration to consider is gaining permission from 
any organisation involved in research. Thus, the three groups of participants included in this 
research include the organisation individuals contribute towards (the National Gallery of Victoria), 
individual benefactors participating in interviews, and individual benefactors completing the 
questionnaire. 
Ethics requires that an information letter outlining all the details of the project and the rights of 
participants be provided to participants before they participate. Therefore each participant was 
provided with an appropriate information letter (Appendix 5; National Gallery of Victoria, 
Appendix 6; interview participants, and Appendix 7; questionnaire respondents). Written consent 
was required from the National Gallery of Victoria and individuals participating in the interviews 
as they can opt to be idvntified. Thus, informed consent letters were given to these entities before 
participating in this resea£ch (Appendix 8 and 9 respectively). Informed consent was not required 
for the questionnaire as this was anonymous. 
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3.5 Data Analysis 
3.5.1 Interviews 
Semi-stmctured interviews were transcribed by the researcher and analysed simply to identify any 
additional variables to be included, in the questionnaire. After transcription similar responses from 
each respondent, for each question, were coded and summarised. Responses which had not been 
identified in the literature were developed into new constmct statements and included in the 
questionnaire. See section 3.3 .3 for detail. 
3.5.2 Questionnaire 
Questionnaire data was analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences ("SPSS") 
and Microsoft Excel. Data was entered to SPSS and recoded as necessaty. Negatively coded 
items were recoded and open-ended responses were coded into analogous categories to be 
represented as nominal data for analysis. Further, post-codes were recoded to be represent their 
suburbs, and their distance from the National Gallety of Victoria in order to undertake a 
meaningful analysis of this raw data. 
Frequencies and descriptives were undertaken for all variables to gain an initial understanding of 
the data. This was followed by a series of different tests to examine how each of the categories 
outlined by Sargeant (1999) related to each other and influence giving overall. In order to assess 
the second research objective and related hypotheses, particular attention was paid to how 
variables differ according to the size of contribution made. 
It was examined how different groups (predoniinantly demographic and types of past involvement 
with the NGV) varied according to perceptual reactions, processing determinants and intrinsic 
moderating determinants. That is, if there is any statistically significant differences between 
groups. Statistical significance (p) refers to how confident the analyst can be that the results from 
a study are generalisable to the entire population. Field (2005) explains that the standard level of 
significance is by saying a result is 95% confident that a result is genuine (p<0.05). Therefore, 
this is the level of significance that will be accepted in this study. 
Sections 1 and 2 comprised of a series of statements representing perceptual reactions, processing 
determinants and intrinsic moderating determinants. All of these statements were measured using 
a 5 point Likert scale with 'strongly disagree' (1), 'disagree' (2), 'neutral' (3), 'agree' (4) and 
'strongly agree' (5). Therefore, a series oft-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were 
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conducted against each of these categories according to the type of demographic data, and their 
past experience with the NGV. Independent samples t-tests establish whether two means collected 
from independent samples differ\ significantly and ANOV As examines whether means differ 
significantly from in more than two groups (Field, 2005). Thus, t-tests were used to examine 
differences in variables with two groups (gender) and ANOV As used for variables containing 
more than two groups (age, marital status, income, past experience with the NGV etc.). For a 
more specific analysis, some variables with more than two groups were recoded into two groups in 
order to perform t-tests in addition to ANOVAs. For example, age was recoded into two groups; 
over 55 and under 55, and income was recoded into those that have an average yearly household 
income of more than $100,000 and those that were under $100,000. 
Both t-tests and ANOV As assume normal distribution, however Coakes (2005: 75) explains that 
"providing the sample size is not too small (30+), violations of this assumption are of little 
concern". They also assume homogeneity of variance. That is, the groups should come from 
populations of equal variance. To test for homogeneity of variance, Lavene's tests for quality of 
variances was used. If the results are significant (p<0.05), then the null hypothesis is rejected and 
the alternative hypothesis that variances are unequal is accepted (Field, 2005). 
It was also desired to examine whether there are significant differences in groups that give at 
different contribution levels. As t-tests and ANOVAs require data to be at interval or ratio level of 
measurement, and contribution was measured using an ordinal scale, these tests were not 
appropriate for this analysis. These differences were examined using a series of non-parametric 
tests, namely Mann-Whitney U test, Kruskal-Wallis test, and Spearman's rho. These tests do not 
require the assumptions for normality or homogeneity of variances to be met. 
The Mann-Whitney U test (z) is equivalent to the t-test in that it tests the hypothesis that two 
independent samples come from populations with the same distribution. Thus, this test is used for 
dichotomous variables (eg. gender). The Kruskal-Wallis tests (X2) is equivalent to the ANOVA as 
it allows possible differences between two or more groups to be examined so is used for nominal 
data with more than two groups (age, marital status, income, past experience with the NGV etc.). 
Spearman's rho (r) uses 'spearman's rank order correlation, the nonparametric version of Pearson's 
conelation coefficient, and can be used for examining the relationship between data that is at least 
ordinal (Coakes, 2005). Thus, this was used to examine the relationship between contributions 
and income as well as interval data. 
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Some of the hypotheses outlined in section 3.3 .1 required analysis of categories of variables 
against specific groups. To test these hypotheses, the mean average of relevant variables 
(categorised according to the categories outlined in Appendix 1, unless otherwise stated) were 
calculated. 
As previously mentioned sections 1 and 2 of the questionnaire were measured using interval data. 
In order to examine any relationships that existed between this data correlation analysis was used. 
Polonsky and Waller (2005) explain that correlation analysis is one of the most common tools to 
examine associations. It does this by expressing quantitatively both the magnitude and direction 
of the relationship through calculating a conelation coefficient which can be positive or negative 
and exists between -1 (strong negative relationship) and 1 (strong positive relationship) (Burns, 
1994). Specifically, Pearson's correlation coefficient (Pearson's r) was calculated against all 
interval data. 
Pearson's correlation matrix (presented in Appendix 10) identified a large number of statistically 
significant (p<0.05) strong correlations between these variables which warranted a factor analysis 
to be conducted (Field, 2005). Franken (2002) explains that factor analysis is a statistical 
procedure that establishes whether different people group variables in the same way. It transforms 
variables into new, uncorrelated variables called factors. As such, it was able to generate an 
understanding of the underlying structure of the variables. 
Principal Axis Factoring ("P AF") and Principal Component Analysis ("PCA") are the two most 
common factor analytic procedures (Coakes, 2005). Garson (2004) plains that PCA is the best 
alternative to use if the objective is to summarise· a large number of variables into fewer factors as 
it "gives a unique solution with some very nice mathematical properties", however "the difficulty 
comes in trying to relate PCA to real life situations". However, the objective of PAF is to detect 
structure rather than to simply summarise data. As it would be more beneficial have a more 
practical, structured approach to summarising variables into factors, P AF was used. A P AF 
conducted purely against motivation items (extrinsic and intrinsic moderating variables and 
perceived rewards) produced meaningful results. 
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Field (2005) explains that if a factor analysis is being conducted on a questionnaire, it is important 
to check the reliability of the scale. That is, that the scale consistently reflects the construct it is 
measuring. This can bt; established through the use of Cronbach's alpha, which is based on the 
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average correlation of items within a test if the items are standardised. Hair, Anderson, Tatham 
\ 
and Black (1998) explain that the minimum level of Cronbachs alpha of 0.70 is good for a reliable 
scale. 
When assessing the adequacy of factors there are three important considerations; sample size, 
factor loading and extraction, and rotation. There are varying opinions about what constitutes a 
sufficient sample size for factor analysis. Coakes (2005: 154) explains that "a sample size of 100 
is acceptable, but sample sizes of 200+ are preferable". Other authors have argued that between 
five and ten cases per variable are required (A Bryman & Yarnold, 1995; Garson, 2004). With 
twenty variables and only 64 cases, this sample size is not strictly deemed adequate for a factor 
analysis. As such, the results of this analysis should be interpreted with caution. 
Factor loadings explain how strongly variables conelate with a factor. They should be sufficiently 
correlated to be meaningful. Field (2005) explains that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 
sampling adequacy is a good way of testing how meaningful all the variables in a test are. Coakes 
(2005) explains that Bartlett's test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 
accuracy can be used to determine the factorability of the matrix as a whole. Coakes explains that 
if Bartlett's test of sphericity is significant (p<0.05) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure is 
greater than 0.6, then factorability is assumed. Variables with factor loading over 0.3 were 
retained as recommended by Field (2005). An anti-image correlation matrix was used to examine 
the sampling adequacy of the variables. Coakes (2005: 155) explains that "variables with a 
measure of sampling that fall below the acceptable level of 0.5 should be excluded from the 
analysis". Factors with total eigenvalues of over 1 were extracted, as recommended by Kaiser 
(1960). 
The interpretability of factors can be improved through rotation. This "maximises the loading of 
each variable on one of the extracted factors whilst minimising the loading on all other factors" 
(Field 2005:644). Aaker et al (2003) and Field (2005) explain that there are a number of rotation 
methods which can be used, and that if there is likely to be any correlation between factors, then 
the oblique rotation method should be used. As this study was dealing with a single constmct, 
motivation, it was expected that factors would be highly correlated and so the oblique rotation was 
used as recommended by Aaker et al (2003) and Field (2005) .. 
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3.6 Limitations 
Methodological limitations predominantly relate to the reliability and validity of a study. Validity 
refers to how accurately the results of a study reflect the truth of the phenomenon and reliability 
relates to the extent to which a study "would produce the same results if used on different 
occasions with the same object of study" (Robson 1993: 553). 
The main limitation of this study relates to external validity, that is, the generalisability of its 
results. As discussed in section 3 .2, the sample frame for this study was taken from one public art 
gallery in Australia. This organisation was chosen as a non-probability convenience sample, 
which has inherent weak external validity (Polonsky & Waller, 2005). As such, the findings of 
this study cannot easily be generalised across other public art galleries in Australia. This 
limitation is due to many factors that are context specific, and it cannot be assumed every factor 
which influences financial philanthropy to the National Gallery of Victoria's campaign applies to 
other public art galleries across Australia. However, all efforts were made to maximise internal 
validity such that the results would be representative of the sample frame. While the interviews 
also used a non-probability sampling procedure due to requirements from the organisation, 
probability sampling was chosen to select individuals to complete the questionnaire. 
External validity is somewhat compromised due to a small sample size. The rationale for 
accepting a small sample size of 64 is discussed in section 3.2. However, Cavana, Delahaye and 
Sekaran (200 1) argue that a sample size of at least 169 to 217 should be used for a sample frame of 
between 300 and 500 individuals. Further, as discussed in section 4.4.3, a minimum sample size 
of 100 is required to conduct a factor analysis. For these reasons all the results of this study, 
particularly those of the factor analysis presented in section 4.4.3 should be interpreted with 
caution. 
One limitation that exists in the research design is the construct validity of this questionnaire as the 
author has devised an original set of measures. While Prince and File (1994) and Schervish 
(1997a; 1997b) have developed and tested a comprehensive set of measures, these were not made 
available to the author when requested. To improve construct validity semi-structured interviews 
were conducted to identify,any important variables omitted, and a pre-test of the questionnaire was 
conducted to examine the design of the questionnaire, as recommended by Hall (200 1 ). 
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The retrospective components of the study may have an impact on reliability. In particular, there 
may be some inaccuracies in the recall of the motivations for giving to the campaign and 
surrounding factors. For this reason a brief overview of the campaign was provided to respondents 
in the information letter provided to them (Appendix 5,6,7). Further, social desirability bias may 
have influenced some of the responses provided by the respondents. According to Hall (2001) 
there is a social desirability bias in stated reasons for giving or volunteering. However, this 
limitation is addressed through the provision of respondent anonymity. 
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CHAPTER 4 - RESULTS 
This chapter presents the results of the primary data collected through the self-administered 
questionnaire. A statistical summary of all variables is provided in Appendix 11. 
4.1 Demographics (Extrinsic Moderating Determinants) 
The following section outlines the demographic profile of the 64 respondents who completed the 
questionnaire. In particular, gender, age, marital status, educational status, average household 
income per annum, household wage earner status, nationality, occupation, religious beliefs and 
residential location are profiled. 
In terms of gender, 60.3% of respondents were female and 39.7% male. As Table 4 illustrates, the 
overwhelming majority of respondents were in the later stages of life. All respondents were over 
35 years of age. Of these 87.5% were over 55 and 53.1% were over 65. The greatest proportion of 
the sample was retired (56.3%), which is not unexpected given the aforementioned age pattern. 
Approximately one third were employed on either a full-time (20.3%) or part time (10.0%) basis 
and the remaining 12.5% undertook full-time home duties. The majority of respondents were 
married (70.3%) or had been married in the past (4.7% divorced and 14.1% widowed). 
Table 4: Age, Employment Status and Marital Status 
N Valid% 
Gender (n=63) Male 25 39.7% 
Female 38 60.3% 
Age (n=64) 35-44 2 3.1% 
45- 54 6 9.4% 
55- 64 22 34.4% 
Over 65 34 53.1% 
Employment status Employed full-time 13 20.3% (n=64) 
Employed part-time 7 10.9% 
Retired 36 56.3% 
Home duties 8 12.5% 
Marital Status (n=64) Single 6 9.4% 
Married 45 70.3% 
Divorced 3 4.7% 
Living with partner I 1.6% 
Widowed 9 14.1% 
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The majority of respondents were well educated. 77.8% of respondents had studied beyond 
compulsory schooling with 14.3% completed a diploma, 38.1% completed an undergraduate 
degree, 20.6% completed a Masters degree and 4.8% completed a PhD (Figure 2). These high 
levels of education are reflected in the occupations of those who are employed (30.3% of 
respondents). As illustrated in Figure 3, most respondents who are employed were either working 
in professional or senior management positions. The remaining respondents identified themselves 
as arts professionals, teachers, a poet, an academic and a farmer. 
Figure 2: Highest Level of Education Completed (n=63) 
Post-graduate degree 
(PhD) 
Post-graduate degree 
(Masters) 
Undergraduate 
degree 
High school 
(Yr 10) 
Figure 3: Occupations of Employed Respondents (n=64) 
Farmer 
Teacher 
Art 
Profession 
Poet 
Professional 
Chairman I 
Board Member 
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95% of respondents identified themselves as Australian (61 out of 64), and most (56.7%) identify 
themselves as subscribing to a religion. Of those that subscribe to a religion, the majority 74.3% 
were happy to identify themselves as belonging to a Christian denomination (3 7.1% Anglican, 
8.6% Church of England, 22.9% Roman Catholic and 5.7% Uniting). 
The majority of respondents live within 5kms of the National Gallery of Victoria (56.3%). 17.2% 
live within 5-lOkms and 12.5% live within 10- 20kms. Overall, 85.9% of respondents live within 
20kms of the gallery. On closer examination of the suburbs in which respondents live, it can be 
seen that not only are the majority in close proximity to the National Gallery of Victoria, but the 
most common suburbs are some of the wealthiest in Melbourne. It therefore expected that many 
respondents earn above the average income. The medium average household yearly income for 
respondents fell in the $100,000- $199,999 bracket and the overwhelming majority (88.1%) of 
respondents earn over $60,000 per annum. Figure 4 presents a breakdown of household yearly 
income by income bracket. 
Figure 4: Average Yearly Household Income (n=59) 
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While it is clear that the majority of individuals who contributed to this campaign were wealthy, it 
is interesting to note who makes the decision to contribute in a household. 39.7% of the 
individuals that contributed were the chief wage earner in the family, 22.2% were not the chief 
wage earner and 38.1% did not have a chief wage earner in their family . Further, most chief wage 
earners were male. Figure 5 illustrates the breakdown of these categories by gender. 
Figure 5: Household Wage Earner Status by Gender (n= 63) 
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In summary, there is a variety of demographic _profiles prevalent in the results. However, most 
respondents were female, in the later stages of life, Australian, well educated, wealthy and live 
within 5kms of the National Gallery of Victoria. The significance of these variables and how they 
correlate to other variables which influencing giving, and level at which they give will be 
presented in the remainder of this chapter and discussed in chapter 5. 
4.2 Methods of Solicitation (Inputs) 
Figure 6 outlines the ways in which individuals identified they were asked to contribute to the 
campaign. Clearly, the majority of donors (61.76%) were asked to contribute through the use of 
personal mail. Further, in the open ended question in the survey one respondent indicated that the 
letter received was "from someone [they] knew and respected". 20.05% were asked directly to 
contribute by someone they knew (8.82% by a NGV staff member, 5.88% by a NGV volunteer 
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and 7.35% by a family member or friend). Only a small percentage (2.94%) were asked to 
contribute by someone they did not know or were not asked at all (2 .94%). A small number 
(4.41%) of respondents indicated they were asked by another method not indicated in the nominal 
data selection. These included individuals who were directly involved with the fundraising 
campaign as either a volunteer or NGV staff member, and one individual who read about the 
campaign in the gallery magazine. How the method of solicitation influenced contributions is 
discussed in section 4. 6 .1 . 
Figure 6: Methods of Solicitation (n=64) 
Other Known NGV Staff 
Member Can't Remember Unknown NGV Staff 
Family/Friend 
Letter 
4.3 Pe!ception of Approach (Perceptual Reactions) 
All statements relating to the way in which they perceived the approach were measured on a five 
point Likert scale. This section will review the findings of these perceptions as classified by 
Sargeant (1999). T -tests and ANOV As were conducted against all demographic variables to 
identify any significant differences in perceptual reactions according to demographic profiles. 
Some differences were identified according to age, gender and average yearly household income. 
These results are discussed throughout this section. 
Respondents generally agreed that they were asked to contribute in an appropriate way 
(mean=4.16, SD=0.859) and that the way in which they were approached encouraged them to 
contribute (mean=3.69, SD=0.794). There was less unanimity among respondents about whether 
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they felt pressured to contribute with a higher standard deviation of 1.1 06, however only 18.8% of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they felt pressured to contribute (mean ('didn't feel 
pressured to contribute') =. 3.62). The results from the interviews support these findings. 
Interview respondents concurred that the approach was appropriate "because of the historic 
connection" they had with the gallery, because the direct mail "didn't seem to me to be a begging 
letter ... but a letter that I thought may, prompted me anyway, to try and do something", and the 
levels in which individuals were asked to give were appropriate in that they "started at $100 or 
$200 ... per year for five years". 
There was a significant difference between the way males and females perceived the way they 
were approached. As identified in Table 5 a t-test between genders identified that females agreed 
more strongly that they were asked to contribute in an appropriate way (p<O.Ol) and that they did 
not feel pressured to contribute (p<O.Ol). It was also found that while both males and females 
understood what they were contributing towards, females felt they had a better understanding 
(p<O.Ol). 
Table 5: Perceptual Reactions by Gender 
Perception Male Female Total t-test for Equality of Means 
Mean 
N Mean N Mean t df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Understood what my gift was 25 4.00 38 4.50 4.31 -3.128 61 0.003 
contributing towards 
(equal variances assumed) 
Asked to contribute appropriately 25 3.76 38 4.40 4.16 -3.058 61 0.003 
(equal variances assumed) 
Didn't feel pressured to contribute 25 3.20 38 3.95 3.62 -2.792 61 0.007 
(equal variances assumed) 
Overall, respondents indicated that the NGV was clear in communicating the purpose of the 
campaign to them (mean=4.41) and that they understood what their contributions were going 
towards (mean=4.31, SD=0.664). Furthermore, the overwhelming majority of respondents agreed 
or strongly agreed that the NGV urgently needed the renovations made possible by the campaign 
(92.2%). However, respondents had varying opinions about whether it was their responsibility to 
fund the redevelopments. 23.8% agreed or strongly agreed that it was the government's 
responsibility to fund the campaign, 31.7% either disagreed or strongly disagreed it was the 
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government's responsibility and 44.4% were undecided. At-test identified a significant difference 
in the way people over 55 and those under 55 viewed this responsibility (t(61)=2.443, p<0.05) as 
illustrated in Figure 7. This graph indicates that the older generations (over 55) feel that 
government should be responsible for funding the campaign purpose more than the younger 
generations (under 55). 
Figure 7: Attitudes Towards Government Funding by Age (Over/Under 55) (n=63) 
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A reasonable amount of perceptual noise was present for respondents. 71.4% agree or strongly 
agree that they are constantly being asked to contribute to difference causes (mean=3.95) and 
45.2% that they sometimes can not decide which cause to give to. Interestingly results from two 
independent t-tests found that individuals who live in households with average yearly incomes 
over $100,000 a year did not feel they were as constantly asked to contribute to causes as those 
earning under $100,000 a year (t(56)=2.447, p<0.016) and individuals under 55 have a 
significantly more difficult time in deciding which cause to give to than individuals over 55 
(t(l1)=3.261, p<O.Ol). However most respondents generally agree that they like to be associated 
with the NGV (mean = 4.59, SD=0.687), and as an NGV donor (mean=4.21, SD=0.951). 
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4.4 Motivations (Intrinsic Moderating Determinants and Perceived Rewards) 
In Section 2 respondents were presented with 22 possible motivations for contributing to the 
campaign. Space for an open-ended response for any motivations not represented in the 22 
statements was also included. Table 6 lists the means and rankings of each of the possible 
motivations for contributing to the campaign. 
Table 6: Means, Standard Deviations and Rankings of Motivations 
Important to support the NGV 
Financial support was needed 
Help achieving something worthwhile 
Look forward to enjoying the new improvements the 
campaign will contribute towards 
Strong affiliation with NGV 
Wanted others to benefit 
Right thing to do 
In gratitude 
Capacity to contribute 
Invited to donor events 
Tax benefits 
Social benefits 
Expected of me 
Family tradition 
M~ke me feel go()d 
Formal recognition · 
Guilt !'eduction 
F>eer recognition 
Spiritual reasons 
Religious reasons 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
64 4.44 .531 
64 4.39 .607 
63 4.37 .576 
64 4.30 .770 
63 4.29 .792 
64 4.09 .921 
64 3.95 .881 
64 3.91 .988 
63 3.75 .999 
63 3.73 .987 
63 3.14 1.176 
63 3.13 
Rank 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
Note: Shaded area represents motivations with an average mean less than 3 (negative) 
The highest ranked motivation was the altruistic belief that it is important to support the NGV 
(mean= 4.44). This statement also produced the lowest standard deviation (0.531) indicating that 
there was little discrepancy among all respondents about the important of this belief as a 
motivating factor. The next most important motivations were the understanding that financial 
support was needed (mean=4.39), to help in achieving something worthwhile (mean = 4.37), 
looking forward to enjoying the galle1y improvements made possible through the campaign (mean 
= 4.30), because of a strong affiliation with the NGV (mean = 4.29) and because they wanted 
others to benefit (mean= 4.09). These motivations also had low standard deviations, however in 
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general the standard deviations mcrease as the mean decreases. This indicates a degree of 
discrepancy about the importance of some of the motivating factors. As such, it should not be 
assumed that the lower ranking factors are not important to some individuals, but rather, the 
respondents do not have a uniform attitude towards the importance of these factors. 
In general, respondents were more motivated to give as a result of intrinsic determinants than for 
perceived rewards. Two notable exceptions are that the overwhelming majority of respondents 
indicated that they either strongly agreed or agreed that they wanted to give so that they could 
personally enjoy the benefits of their contribution, through enjoying the new improvements the 
campaign will contribute towards (89.1 %) and so that others could enjoy their contribution 
(79.7%). These results were confirmed in semi-stmctured interviews. During these interviews not 
one respondent indicated that a perceived reward was an important factor. 
Overall the results showed that respondents have the most varying attitudes towards the 
importance of perceived rewards, both extrinsic and intrinsic. However, the average means for 
most of these factors are generally neutral or low. 65.1% either agreed or strongly agreed that they 
gave in order to be invited to donor events, while only 39.7% agreed or strongly agreed they gave 
for social benefits. Being recognised for contributions either formally or by their peers was 
generally not important with average means of 1.79 and 2.03 respectively. In general, intrinsic 
rewards which would make the donor feel good (mean = 2.46), make them feel better about 
themselves (mean= 1.94), or reduce any guilt they would have as a result of not giving (mean= 
2.03) were not seen as important motivators. 
Most people were either neutral or disagreed that family tradition, the expectation from others, or 
giving in memory of a loved one were motivating factors (75%, 76.2% respectively). Respondents 
had vmying opinions about the importance of tax benefits. This motivation has an average mean 
that is quite neutral (mean = 3.14), however has the highest standard deviation of all factors 
(1.176). In general respondents were not motivated to give as a result of religious (mean= 1.65) 
or spiritual reasons (mean= 1.68). 
4.4.1 Factor Analysis 
An initial correlation matrix (presented in Appendix 10) identified a number of significant 
correlations between the 22 statements discussed in section 4.4. As such, a principal axis factoring 
analysis was conducteq to identify underlying dimensions of these motivations. While the 
52 
analysis produced some informative results, they should be interpreted with caution as the sample 
size was only 59 (excluding cases listwise) due to unavoidable sampling problems encountered 
during data collection. 
Cronbach's Alpha 0.83 suggests that motivation is internally reliable (Hair et al. 2004). Split-half 
measure was also used to test item correlation and it found items were reliable with Guttman Split-
Half coefficient at 0.76 (Hair et al. 2004). Two variables, 'religious reasons' and 'spiritual 
reasons', were excluded from the analysis based on the fact they had measures of sampling 
adequacy of 0.025 and 0.024 respectively. 
Factorability is assumed as the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy is 0.67. 
Bartlett's Test for sphericity is significant at 543.098 p<0.1, which indicates that the factor model 
is appropriate. Principal axis factoring with oblique rotation produced six factors. These factors 
accounted for 70% of the variance. 
The loadings of variables on factors are shown in Table 7. Variables are ordered and grouped by 
size of loading to facilitate interp~etation. This clearly indicates that there appears to be a pattern 
emerging in the association of individual variables to each component. Interpretive labels are 
suggested for each factor in a footnote. Factor One explained 24.93% of the variance, Factor Two 
15.16%, Factor Three 10.63%, Factor Four 7.812%, Factor Five 6.08% and Factor Six 5.25%. It 
is ideal for each original item to load only on one factor, however Hair et al. (2004) argue that in 
most cases this does not happen. Four items, 'tax benefits', 'help achieving something 
worthwhile', 'make me feel good' and 'strong affiliation with the NGV' loaded to more than one 
factor. This research applied Hair et al's suggestion of deleting the score on the factor with the 
lowest l9ading. This resulted in the following variables being deleted; 'tax benefits' from Factor 
1, 'help achieving something worthwhile', and 'strong affiliation with NGV' from Factor 2, and 
'make me feel good' from Factor 6. 
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Table 7: Pattern Matrix for Motivations 
Peer recognition 
Formal recognition 
Make me feel better about myself 
In memory of a loved one 
Financial support was needed 
Important to support the NGV 
Right thing to do 
Capacity to contribute 
Guilt reduction 
Social benefits 
Invited to donor events 
Look forward to enjoying the new improvements the 
campaign will contribute towards 
Tax benefits 
Help achieving something worthwhile 
Wanted others to benefit 
Family tradition 
Expected of me 
Make me feel good 
In gratitude 
Strong affiliation with NGV 
Extraction Method: Pnnc1pal Axis Factonng. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 18 iterations. 
Pattern Matrix" 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 
.927 
.826 
.640 
.403 
.935 
.676 
.655 
.425 
.324 
.930 
.566 
.708 
.375 .574 
.305 .506 
.426 
.799 
.715 
.511 
.319 
Factor 1 is labeled 'Personal Rewards' and includes seven motives that could be considered as 
either intrinsic or extrinsic rewards an individual receives from a contribution. Interestingly this 
factor is entirely comprised of motivations with an average mean less than 3. 
Factor 2 is labeled 'Altmistic Appreciation' arid includes a series of altmistic beliefs. They 
understood that financial support was needed, and believe it is important to support the NGV. 
They had the capacity to contribute and would feel guilty if they did not. 
The third factor is labeled 'Social Benefits'. This factor relates to respondents' desire for social 
interaction through their gift, particularly through invitations to donor events. 
Factor 4 is labeled 'Benefits' ·and includes four motives. Motivations are similar to those in Factor 
2 in that individuals want to help achieve something worthwhile. However, personal benefits that 
can arise out of giving, including tax benefits and the ability to enjoy the result of their 
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6 
-.488 
-.818 
-.329 
contribution by appreciating the improvements made possible by the campaign. This also includes 
the desire for others to enjoy their contribution. 
Factor 5 is labeled 'Expectations'. These motives relate to gifts which are made as a result of 
expectations placed upon an individual, or contributions which are made as a result of family 
tradition. Individuals feel good once they have addressed these expectations. 
The final factor is labeled 'Gratitude'. Here respondents have a strong affiliation with the NGV 
and want to give back to the organisation in gratitude for what it has provided them. 
Table 8 has been generated to assist further interpretation. The variables are listed in order of size 
under their relevant factor, and include their factor loading. 
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As oblique rotation was used, the correlations between factors were examined to support 
interpretation. These correlations are presented in Table 9. In general, correlations are weak to 
moderate, indicating that each factor exists predominantly independently of each other. The most 
\ 
noteworthy correlation is between Factor 1, 'Personal Rewards' and Factor 5 'Expectations', 
r=0.420 indicating that higher desire for personal rewards are positively related to the expectations 
of others. 
Table 9: Correlations between Factor Scores 
Factor 1 2 3 
1 1.000 
2 .046 1.000 
3 .154 .094 1.000 
4 .069 .228 .204 
5 
.420 .187 -.003 
6 -.145 -.240 -.254 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
4 5 6 
1.000 
.064 1.000 
-.117 -.033 1.000 
Factor analysis indicates which variables combine to form which factors, but does not determine 
which factors are the most important (the amount of variance explained by the factor is not 
necessarily related to importance). However, the sum of the means of each variable included in 
each factor can be used to determine the relative importance of each factor. These means are 
outlined in Table 10. 
Table 10: Means of Motivational Factors 
N Mean Std. Deviation Rank 
Factor 4- Benefits 63 3.9683 .60657 1 
Fa,c:;tor 2 -Altruistic 63 3.7111 .58561 2 Appreciation 
Factor 6- Gratitude 62 3.5538 .72162 3 
Factor 3 - Social Benefits 63 3.4286 .94552 4 
Factor 5- Expectations 63 2.624 .9069 5 
Factor 1 - Personal 
61 1.9303 .79730 6 Rewards 
Table 10 indicates that Benefits, closely followed by Altruistic Appreciation are the most 
important factors identified for individuals to give to the campaign. The strength of these two 
factors and the relatively low standard deviation indicates that most donors have given because 
they appreciate the benefits of the NGV to both themselves and the wider community. These 
factors are closely followed by Gratitude, which also has a relatively low standard deviation, 
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indicating that donors don't just want others to benefit from the NGV, but are also giving back to 
I 
it in gratitude for what it has provided them. To a lesser degree most donors agree they contribute 
because of the social benefits. The high standard deviation, and positive mean for Social Benefits 
indicates that social benefits are important, however, their importance does vary between donors. 
Expectations also has a high standard deviation, indicating variable responses from donors, 
however, the overall impression is that most did not give as a result of expectations, indicated by 
the negative mean (between disagree and neutral). Most donors did not to receive personal 
rewards or recognition. The average mean for Personal Rewards is low (between strongly 
disagree and disagree), and the average standard deviation indicates that most donors have a 
similar opinion towards these benefits, however, there is some discrepancy. 
4.1.2 Comparison of Means - by Motivational Factor 
Comparison of means tests were conducted to identify significant differences in factors according 
to all demographic variables, and past experiences with the NGV. For gender there were only two 
subgroups and so an independent samples t-test was used. For age, marital status, income, 
household wage earner status, employment status, nationality, occupation, religion and location of 
residency (recoded as distance from the NGV) there were more than two sub-groups within the 
grouping variables. In these cases a one-way analysis of variance was applied. When the 
respective tests were applied to gender, age, household wage earner status, and past experience 
with the NGV, a number of factors showed significant differences between the means of response 
for the sub-groups. There is statistical significance between the means of these groups. Therefore 
the hypothesis that there are significant differences between the means of these groups is accepted. 
For all other cases, the null hypothesis is accepteq. 
Gender 
The independent samples t-test revealed that there are significant differences in reasons for 
motivating on the basis of gender. In particular, it was found that males are more likely to give as 
a result of Factor 1, 'Expectations' than females (t(60)= 3.091, p<O.Ol), as shown in Table 11. 
Table 11: Significant Motivational Factors by Gender 
\ 
I 
Male Female t-test for Equality of Means 
N Mean N Mean T Df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Factor 5 -Expectations 25 3.02 37 2.34 3.091 60 0.003 
(equal variances assumed) 
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Age 
An ANOV A test confirmed there were significant differences in the way individuals agreed that 
Factor 4, 'Benefits' influenced their contributions (F(62) = 4.346, p<O.O 1). An examination of the 
Lavene test for homogeneity of variance for both these motivations indicated this assumption has 
not been violated (p>0.05) so the ANOVA is valid. As illustrated in Table 12, a t-test further 
confirmed these results, showing that respondents under the age of 55 were more strongly 
motivated by beneficial factors than those over the age of 55. 
Table 12: Significant Motivational Factors by Gender 
Under 55 Over 55 t-test for Equality of Means 
N Mean N Mean T Df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Factor 4- Benefits 8 4.594 55 3.877 3.373 61 0.001 
(equal variances assumed) 
Household Wage Earner Status 
From an inspection of the ANOVA results table presented in Table 13, it can be seen that chief 
wage earners are more strongly motivated by Factor 5, Expectations, than those who are not the 
chief wage earner, or do not have a chief wage earner in their household. An examination of the 
Lavene test for homogeneity of variance for both these motivations indicated this assumption has 
not been violated (p>0.05) so the ANOV A is valid. 
Table 13: Significant Motivational Factors by Household Wage Earner Status 
Chief wage No Chief Not Chief t-test for Equality of Means 
earner Wage Earner Wage Earner 
N Mean N Mean N Mean Df F Sig. (2-tailed) 
Factor 5- 24 2.96 24 2.57 14 2.10 61 4.483 O.oi5 
Expectations 
Past Experience with the NGV 
,, 
There were no significant differences (p>0.05) found in the way in which the importance of 
motivational factors varied according to whether the individual was an NGV Galle1y Society 
member, committee member, volunteer or had visited NGV exhibitions. However, as illustrated in 
Table 14, there were significant differences according to whether they were previously an NGV 
donor or visited the NGV in their childhood. Respondents who have been an NGV donor were 
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more strongly motivated by Fact~r 5, 'Expectations' (p<0.05) whereas those who visited the NGV 
in their childhood were more strongly motivated to give in gratitude for what they have received 
from the gallery (p<0.05). 
Table 14· Significant Motivations for Contributing by Past Exgerience with the NGV 
Motivation Yes No t-test for Equality of Means 
N Mean N Mean t Df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
·. : 
NGVDonor •. . ·. 
Factor 5 - Expectations 27 2.94 36 2.39 2.476 61 0.016 
.. 
Visited NGV in Childhood 
.. · . 
Factor 6 - Gratitude 18 3.83 42 3.40 2.166 58 0.034 
4.1.3 Comparison of means- by Motivational Variable 
While the factors identified in the factor analysis are useful, it was also thought that a more 
thorough analysis of specific motivating variables was required for detail. As such, a series oft-
tests and ANOV As were conducted according to demographic variables and past experiences on 
individual statements. When t-tests and ANOV As were applied to gender, age and average 
household yearly income and past experience with the NGV, a number of statements of 
importance showed significant differences between the means of response for the sub-groups. 
These significant differences are summarised in Tables 15, 16,17/18 and 19 respectively. In each 
of these tables the means for each of the categodes, total mean and significance level for each of 
the significant possible motivations are presented. In these cases the hypothesis that there are 
significant differences between the means of these groups is accepted. For all other cases, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
Gender 
The independent samples ~-test revealed that there are significant differences in reasons for 
motivating on the basis of gender. In particular, it was found that males are more strongly 
motivated to give than females because they feel it is the right thing to do (means= 4.24, 3.737 
respectively). There was also a significant difference in the motivation 'I felt it was expected of 
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me' and 'I gave because of family tradition' between genders. In both cases both genders were 
fairly neutral towards the motivations, but males were more likely to agree than females. 
Table 15: Significant Motivations. for Contributing by Gender 
Motivation Male Female Total t-test for Equality of Means 
Mean 
N Mean N Mean T Df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 
Right thing to do 25 4.24 38 3.737 3.950 2.302 61 0.025 
(equal variances assumed) 
Expected of me 25 3.32 37 2.405 2.780 3.411 60 0.001 
(equal variances assumed) 
Family tradition 25 3.16 38 2.237 2.610 3.446 58 0.001 
(equal variances not assumed) 
Age 
When an ANOVA was applied to motivations according to age, it was found that there were no 
significant differences (p>0.05) between groups of age brackets. However, when a t-test was 
applied to these motivations according to whether respondents were over 55 or under 55 years of 
age, some significant differences were identified. These are illustrated in Table 16. It should be 
noted that these results include a small population of individuals under 55. Taking this into 
consideration, it was found that individuals under 55 more strongly agreed with the fact that they 
give because they want others to benefit and because they wanted to help achieve something 
worthwhile. It was also identified that individuals under 55 were more motivated to give as a 
result of the tax benefits than those over 55. 
Table 16: Significant Motivations for Contributing by Age (Under/Over 55) 
Motivation Under 55 Over 55 Total t-test for Equality of Means 
Mean 
N Mean N Mean t Df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Wanted others to benefit 8 4.875 56 3.982 4.09 2.689 62 0.009 
(equal variances assumed) 
Help achieving something 8 4.750 55 4.309 4.37 2.074 61 0.042 
worthwhile 
(equal variances assumed) 
Tax benefits 8 4.000 55 3.018 3.14 3.955 19 0.001 
(equal variances not assumed) 
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Average Yearly Household Income 
As indicated in Table 17, the importance of two motivations were found to be significantly 
different according to average household income. It can be seen that the importance of formal 
recognition varies substantially at t~ach income level. Individuals who are a part of households 
which earn higher incomes are more strongly motivated by looking forward to enjoying the new 
improvements the campaign will contribute towards than those that earn less. An examination of 
the Lavene test for homogeneity of variance for both these motivations indicated this assumption 
has not been violated (p>0.05) so the ANOV A is valid. 
Table 17: Significant Motivations for Contributing by Household Yearly Income 
Motivation Average Yearly Household Income Total N Df F 
Mean 
<$30k $30k $60k $lOOk $200k $500k >$1m 
- - - - -$1m 
$60k $90k $200k $500k 
Mean 
Sig 
Formal recognition 1.00 2.00 1.58 2.00 1.67 3.22 1.75 2.00 57 6 2.801 0.020 
Look fmward to 1.00 4.00 4.33 4.43 4.46 4.11 4.50 4.27 59 6 4.646 0.001 
enjoying the new 
improvements the 
campaign will 
contribute towards 
In addition to the ANOVA results, at-test conducted on motivations according to individuals that 
belong to households with incomes above and below $100,000 a year. This test revealed 
additional significant differences in relation to income, as indicated in Table 18. Inspection of 
means in Table 18 reveals that respondents who live in a household with more than $100,000 
income a year were more strongly motivated by simply having the capacity to contribute and by 
tax benefits than those earning under $100,000. 
Table 18: Significant Motivations for Contributing by Household Yearly Income (Over/Under 
$lOOk) 
Motivation Below $lOOk Above $lOOk Total t-test for Equality of Means 
\ Mean N Mean N Mean T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Capacity to contribute (equal 18 3.278 40 3.975 3.75 -2.535 56 0.014 
variances assumed) 
Tax benefits (equal variances 18 2.667 40 3.400 3.14 -2.285 56 0.026 
assumed) 
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Past Experience with the NGV 
Independent t-tests were conducted to identify significant differences in motivating factors 
according to past experiences with the NGV. These significant differences are summarised in 
Table 19. 
In summary, the results showed that individuals who have already been a donor agree more 
strongly that they gave because it was expected of them, because of family tradition and for the tax 
benefits than those who contributed for the first time. Individuals who are NGV Gallery Society 
Members were less motivated to give for social benefits than those who were not. Individuals who 
are on, or have been on an NGV committee, and those who have volunteered, agree more strongly 
that they give because of their strong affiliation with the NGV than those who have not been 
involved in these activities. Volunteers also agreed more strongly that they gave in gratitude for 
what the NGV has given, and because they looked forward to enjoying the benefits of their 
contribution in the future than th~se who have not volunteered. Those who had visited the NGV 
exhibitions agreed more strongly that they gave because they understood the support was needed 
than those who have not visited the exhibitions. Individuals who visited the NGV in their 
childhood more strongly agreed that they contributed because they wanted to help in achieving 
something worthwhile and because they like being invited to events held for donors, than those 
that did not. 
Table 19· Significant Motivations for Contributing by Past Exllerience with the NGV 
Motivation Yes No Total Mean t-test for Equality ofMeans 
N Mean N Mean T Df Sig. (2-tailed) 
NGVDonm (Prior to campaign) . ; 
~ 
.. 
Expected of me (equal variances 27 3.11 36 2.53 2.78 2.114 61 0.039 
assumed) 
Family tradition (equal variances 28 2.96 36 2.33 2.61 2.219 62 0.030 
assumed) 
Tax benefits (equal variances 27 3.52 36 2.86 3.14 2.268 61 0.027 
assumed) 
NGV Gallery Society Memb~r 
. ·
·.·· 
. 
Social Benefits (equal variances 53 3.00 10 3.80 3.13 - 61 0.039 
assumed) 2.112 
NGV Committee Member ·' 
.. ' · .. 
_.:. 
Strong affiliation with the NGV 14 4.79 49 4.14 4.29 3.945 42 0.000 
(equal variances not assumed) 
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>,, .• . ·· ,, . . ' . . 
Volunteer 
·' •• 
.· 
·.· 
. 
Strong affiliation with NGV 11 4.82 52 4.17 4.29 3.89I 30 O.OOI 
(equal variances not assumed) 
Right thing to do (equal variances II 3.27 53 4.09 3.95 -2.988 62 0.004 
assumed) 
In gratitude (equal variances II 4.45 53 3.79 3.9I 2.076 62 0.042 
assumed) 
Look forward to enjoying the new 11 4.73 53 4.2I 4.30 2.09I 62 0.04I 
improvements the campaign will 
contribute towards 
Visit NGV Exhibitions 
·' ... 
Understood financial support was 46 4.48 I3 4.23 4.39 2.722 57 0.009 
needed (equal variances assumed) 
Visited NGV in Childhood ·• 
.. ., 
•. / ..·. < 
Help achieving something 17 4.65 42 4.26 4.37 2.384 57 0.020 
worthwhile (equal variances 
assumed) 
Invited to donor events (equal I7 4.18 42 3.55 3.73 2.3I6 57 0.024 
variances not assumed) 
4.5 Past Experiences and Perceptions (Processing Determinants) 
Most statements relating to processing determinants were measured on a five point Likert scale. 
This section will review the findings of these perceptions as classified by Sargeant (1999). T -tests 
and ANOV As were conducted against all demographic variables to identify any significant 
differences in perceptual reactions according to demographic profiles however there were limited 
significant differences identified. 
4.5.1 Past Experiences with Giving, Public Art Galleries and the NGV 
A significant majority of respondents (82.8%) either agreed or strongly agreed that they often give 
financially (mean= 4.02, SD=0.745). However, there were differing responses to whether their 
friends or family often give as well. 62.9% indicated their family members often give financially, 
whereas only 34.9% indic~ted their friends often give financially. A high percentage of 
respondents indicated they did not know whether their family or friends did so (24.2% and 29.2% 
respectively). 
Unsurprisingly, respondents indicated that they are lovers of the visual arts. The results indicated 
they enjoy experiencing the visual arts (mean=4.64, SD=0.484), attending public art galleries 
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(mean= 4.76, SD 0.465) and generally visit galleries when traveling (mean=4.55, SD=0.615). 
Most (82.8%) often visit other local art galleries and some are members of such galleries (49.2%), 
involved with other galleries (41.3%) and visited galleries in their childhood (32.8%). 98% of 
respondents indicated they had had some kind of experience with the NGV. The different types of 
associations respondents indicated they had participated in, are illustrated in Figure 8. 84.4% of 
respondents were members of the NGV Gallery Society and 78.1% indicated they visit NGV 
exhibitions. Other significant types of involvement include being an NGV donor in the past 
(43.8%), visited NGV in childhood (29.7%), NGV committee members (21.9%), NGV volunteer 
(18.8%). In the open-ended response to this question, labeled 'other', a number of respondents 
indicated that they had worked for the NGV. 
Figure 8: Past Experience with the NGV (n=63) 
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4.5.2 Perceptions of Public Art Galleries and the NGV 
Respondents indicated they had positive perceptions about both the NGV and public art galleries 
in general. 15 out of the 1 7 statements relating to these constructs yielded an average mean above 
4 and the remaining two with average means above 3 as indicated in Table 20. 
Table 20· Perceptions of Public Art Galleries and the NGV 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Enjoy art galleries 63 4.76 0.465 
Enjoy visiting the NGV 64 4.75 0.471 
Good reputation 64 4.69 0.467 
High quality exhibitions 64 4.66 0.479 
Art galleries valuable to society 64 4.64 0.515 
Something a community can be proud of (public art galleries) 64 4.63 0.787 
World class gallery 64 4.56 0.639 
Valuable to society 63 4.52 0.535 
Professional management 64 4.44 0.614 
Need financial support (public art galleries) 64 4.34 0.801 
Accessible to community 64 4.31 0.710 
Provide something for everyone (public art galleries) 64 4.30 0.971 
Friendly staff 64 4.25 0.690 
Excited about redevelopments 64 4.19 0.774 
Necessary in a healthy community (public art galleries) 64 4.13 1.374 
Responsible to public demand 64 4.03 0.755 
NGV used my contributions effectively 61 3.98 0.846 
Feeling of ownership in the NGV collection 64 3.81 1.052 
4.6 Size of Contributio.ns (Output) 
As indicated in Figure1 9, the quantity of individuals donating a particular amount generally 
decreased as the contribution amount increased. The largest percentage of donations came from 
those who contributed under $500 (30.6%, n= 19) and the smallest percentage from those that 
gave between $200,000 and $1,000,000 (3.2%, n = 2). 
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Figure 9: Size of Contributions (n=62) 
Contribution 
4.6.1 Comparison of Contribution Levels 
In order to test the 11 hypotheses outlined in section 3.3.1 numerous tests were conducted to 
examine how all the results presented thus far compare with the size of contributions made. Each 
hypothesis is clearly stated at the beginning of each section. Significant differences (p<0.05) 
among groups will help in suggesting possible ways in which approaches can be targeted towards 
individuals giving at differing levels. 
Input (Method of Solicitation) 
HI: The more personal the approach made to ask an individual to contribute to the 
campaign, the greater the size of the contribution made 
In the case of examining whether the method of solicitation impacted upon the level of 
contribution, the Kruskal-Wallis test was used. In order to use this test, it was necessary to reduce 
multiple responses indicating an individual had been approached in more than one way. The 
response indicating the stronger level of personalisation was used. As such, the following results 
indicate how the size of contributions vary according to most personal approach used to ask them 
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to contribute. Using Kotler and Scheff's (1997) definition ranks of the level of personalisation, 
responses were categorised and ranked into the following categories; 'not approached' (1), 'direct 
mail' (2), 'asked by someone unknown' (3) and 'asked by someone known' (4). 'Directly 
involved in the campaign' was identified as another method of solicitation, and so was ranked as 
the highest level of personalization (5). 
Table 21 outlines the mean ranks of each method of solicitation. The table shows that mean ranks 
increase as the personalisation of the method of solicitation increase, with the exception of 'not 
approached', which is ranked highest. The Kruskall Wallis test indicated that contribution levels 
do significantly differ according to method of solicitation x2 (4, n=56) = 9.894, p<0.05, 
supporting the hypothesis that the more personal the approach made to ask an individual to 
contribute to the campaign, the greater the size of the contribution made. Interestingly, by 
inspection of Table 21, the only notable exception to this is that individuals who were not 
approached at all gave the highest amounts. This suggests that if a large donation is going to be 
given, the individual does not necessarily need to be directly approached or encouraged by the 
organisation seeking support. 
Table 21: Mean Ranks of Contributions by Method of Solicitation 
Method of Solicitation N Mean Rank 
Contribution Asked by someone unknown 1 9.50 
Direct Mail 35 25.13 
Asked by someone known 16 32.38 
Involved in campaign 2 42.00 
Not approached 2 52.50 
Total 56 
It is, however, recognised that this analysis does not fully take into consideration the full 
personalisation of each approach as it does not examine how personalised each respondent felt 
their approach was. For example, one individual commented their direct mail was sent 'from 
someone [they] knew and respected', whereas the same letter to a different potential respondent 
may not have felt as personalised. 
Perceptual Reactions 
H2: The stronger the perceptual reaction, the greater the size of the contribution made 
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Spearman's rho was used to test Hypothesis 2. The mean of all variables relating to a perceptual 
reaction (breakdown identified in Appendix A) was compared with the size of their contribution. 
No evidence was found to support this hypothesis (r(58) = 0.28, p>0/05). 
Extrinsic Moderating Determinants (Demographics) 
H3: The higher the average household income level, the greater the size of the 
contribution 
H4: Chief wage earners give larger contributions than non-chief wage earners 
The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to examine whether contribution levels were significantly 
different according to income level and chief wage earner status, in order to test H3 and H4. 
The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed significant differences in the size of contributions made 
according to household income (X2 (6, n=58) = 21.109, p<O.Ol). Further analysis of how the size 
of income varied with the size of contribution was undertaken using Spearman's rank order 
correlation. The results confirmed that Spearman's rank order correlation is significant, r(58) = 
0.511, p<O.Ol. As such, it can be concluded that higher contributions are associated with higher 
household incomes and so H3 is accepted. 
Figure 10 indicates the breakdown of who made the decision to contribute at each contribution 
level. Categories include 'chief wage earner', 'not chief wage earner' and 'no chief wage earner'. 
There was a significant difference in the size of contributions made according to these categories 
(X2 (2, n=61) = 8.153, p<0.05). Those who were chief wage earners gave across all contribution 
levels. , Those who did not have a chief wage earner in their household also gave across all levels, 
but not as much in the higher levels as chief wage earners and those that were not chief wage 
earners gave lower amounts. Specifically, it was found that chief wage earners gave higher 
amounts than non-chief wage earners (Man W=84 I z = -2.335, p<0.05) and so H4 is accepted. 
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Figure 10: Contribution by Household Wage Earner Status (n=62) 
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Additional tests were conducted to identify whether any other extrinsic moderating variables 
correlated with the size of contributions made including; age, marital status, education, 
employment status, nationality, occupation, religion and location of residency (recoded as distance 
from the NGV) as these variables contained more than two groups. The Mann-Whitney U test was 
used to examine gender and the Kruskal-Wallis test used for all other variables. The null 
hypothesis is accepted for all variables except gender. 
The Mann-Whitney U test revealed that males give significantly more than females (Man 
W=239.5 I z = -3.149, p<O.Ol). Figure 11 illustrates that while both genders give across all 
contrib1;1tion levels with the exception of the top bracket, females gave significantly more 
contributions under $1,000 (W=9741 z = -2.431, p<0.05) and males give more across the higher 
levels, especially those above $10,000 (W= 310 I z= -2.437, p<0.05). 
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Figure 11: Contributions by Gender (n=62) 
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H5: The stronger the perceived reward, the greater the size of the contribution made 
H6: The stronger the intrinsic motivation to give, the greater the size of contribution 
made 
Consistent with Hypotheses 5 and 6, Spearman's rho indicated that the stronger the perceived 
reward and intrinsic motivation to give, the grea~er the size of the contribution made where r(57) = 
0.466, p<0.01 and r=(57) = 0.348, p<0.01 respectively. Therefore both H5 and H6 are accepted. 
This was achieved by summing the means of the variables that are perceived rewards and intrinsic 
motivations (as indicated in Appendix A), and comparing them against the size of contribution 
made. 
In order to gain a better understanding about whether specific motivational factors correlate to 
higher contributions, Spearman's rho was used to test the relationship between each factor derived 
in section 4.4.1 and the size of contribution. Table 22 indicates that stronger motivations to give 
because of Factor 3, 'Social Benefits', Factor 4 'Benefits' and Factor 5 'Expectations' correlates 
with higher contribution levels. 
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Table 22: Significant Motivational Factors by Contribution Size 
Spearman's rho Contribution 
Factor 1 - Personal Rewards 
Factor 2 -Altruistic Appreciation 
Factor 3- Social Benefits 
Factor 4- Benefits 
Factor 5- Expectations 
Factor 6- Gratitude 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
Contribution 
1.000 
62 
.209 
.113 
59 
.163 
.210 
61 
.353** 
.005 
61 
.273* 
.033 
61 
.310* 
.015 
61 
.215 
.099 
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The importance of individual motivations according to the size of contributions made was also 
found to vary significantly. Table 23 presents the individual motivations that were found to be 
significant (p<0.05). In summmy, it was found that individuals who gave more were more 
strongli motivated by the understanding that financial support was needed, by their capacity to 
contribute, to be invited to donor events, for social benefits and to receive tax benefits than those 
who gave less. As discussed in section 4.4 most respondents disagreed that they were motivated to 
give due to expectations, to make them feel good or for formal recognition. However, it was 
found that each of these motivations was more strongly agreed upon by respondents who 
contributed higher a111ounts (r(61) = 0.293, p<0.05), r(61) = 0.271, p<0.05 and r(60) = 0.258, 
p<0.05 respectively). 
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Table 23: Significant Motivational Variables by Contribution Size 
Motivation Mean N Spearman Correlation Co-efficient 
Value Sig (1 tailed) 
Financial support was needed 4.39 62 0.299 0.018 
Capacity to contribute 3.75 61 0.267 0.038 
Invited to donor events 3.73 61 0.346 0.006 
Tax benefits 3.14 61 0.423 0.001 
Social benefits 3.13 61 0.288 0.025 
Expected of me 2.78 61 0.293 0.022 
Make me feel good 2.46 61 0.271 0.035 
Formal recognition 2.03 60 0.258 0.047 
Note: Shaded area represents motivations with an average mean less than 3 (negative) 
Results from a series oft-tests on all motivations comparing those who gave above $10,000 and 
under $10,000 support the above findings (see Table 24). Individuals who gave over $10,000 
were more strongly motivated by their capacity to contribute, to be invited to donor events, for 
social benefits and to receive tax benefits than those who gave under $10,000. It was also found 
that those who ·gave under $10,000 disagreed less strongly that they gave to make themselves feel 
good, for fom1al recognition or to feel better about themselves than those who gave over $10,000. 
Table 24: Significant Motivational Variables by Contribution Size (Over/Under $10k) 
Motivation 
Capacity to contribute 
(equaL variances assumed) 
Invited to donor events 
(equal variances assumed) 
Tax benefits 
(equal variances assumed) 
Social benefits 
(equal variances assumed) 
Make me feel good 
Formal recognition 
(equal variances not assumed) 
Make me feel better a!J~utmyself.. 
(equal variances assumecl) · 
Under $10k 
N Mean 
39 3.49 
39 3.41 
39 2.718 
39 2.718 
Over $10k 
N Mean 
·22 4.14 
22 4.18 
22 3.77 
22 3.77 
Total t-test for Equality of Means 
Mean df Sig. (2-tailed) 
3.75 -2.537 59 0.014 
3.73 -3.691 59 0.002 
3.14 -4.045 54 0.00 
3.13 -2.548 59 0.013 
Note: Shaded area represents motivations with an average mean less than 3 (negative) 
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Processing Determinants 
H7: Individuals with past experience with the organisation give higher contributions 
H8: Individuals with past experience with similar organisations give higher contributions 
H9: Individuals who have more experience with giving give higher contributions 
HJO: The better the perception of the type of organisation, the greater the size of the 
contribution made 
Hll: The better the perception of the specific organisation, the greater the size of the 
contribution made 
Spearman's rho was used to test the above hypotheses relating to processing determinants. The 
average mean of categories which include more than one variable were used for analysis. 
It was not possible to test H7 as 98% of respondents had past experience with the NOV. As 
almost all respondents had some kind of involvement with the NOV, it was not possible to test 
whether those that did not have any association gave greater or lesser amounts. However, Mann-
Whitney U tests were used to determine if there was any difference in the level of giving 
according to the type of involvement. This revealed that past NOV donors and NOV committee 
members gave significantly more than those who were not (Man W=297.5 I z = -2.484, p<0.05, 
and Man W=l66 I z = -2.693, p<O.Ol respectively). It should be noted, however, that this analysis 
only examined the types of past involvement (donor, volunteer etc.) and did not examine the 
magnitude or recency of each donors past experience with the NOV. 
As Table 25 illustrates, Spearman's rho identified that H8, H9 and RIO are accepted. This 
indicates that those who have past experience with art galleries, giving and have a good perception 
of art galleries in general, are more likely to give higher amounts. However, no evidence was 
found to support Hypothesis 11 that the better· the perception of the specific organization, the 
greater the size of the contribution. This does not suggest that donors with a poor perception of 
the NOV gave high contributions, but rather the perception does not have an impact, perhaps 
because all donors have such a good perception of the organisation as explained in section 4.5.2. 
Table 25: Processing Determinants and Contribution Level 
Processing Determinant Mean N Spearman Correlation Co-efficient 
- Value Sig (I tailed) 
Past Experience with Public Art Galleries 4.47 63 0.345 0.010 
Past Experience with Giving 4.36 60 0.300 0.026 
Perception of Public Art Galleries 3.71 63 0.290 0.032 
Perception of the NGV 3.58 62 0.040 0.770 
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CHAPTER 5- RESULTS SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
The previous chapter presented the results from this study. While direct comparisons can not be 
made between these results and existing research outlined in Chapter 3 due to methodological 
differences, some broad comparisons can be made. This chapter presents an overview of the 
results, where relevant, their application in practice, and discusses the differences between results 
of this research and existing knowledge. 
5.1 Demographics (Extrinsic Moderating Determinants) 
The general demographic profile of respondents was as expected. No significant differences to 
existing philanthropic literature were identified. In summary, it was found that most respondents 
were female, in the later stages of life, well-educated, Australian, religious, wealthy, have a strong 
interest in the visual arts and a strong association with the NGV. This research concurs with 
Sargeant et al. (2002) in that donors are likely to represent the profile of arts attendees being older, 
having high income and being in the late stages of a family life-cycle. Fundraisers need to target 
their fundraising materials towards this demographic group. The material should be attractive, to 
attract the attention of females, sophisticated and informative, due to the education level of its 
audience, and with large font, so that the older generation is able to read it. 
It was also found that most donors live within 5kms of the NGV in some of the wealthiest suburbs 
in Melbourne. This information indicates that when conducting philanthropic campaigns, 
specifically targeted marketing materials concentrated in this radius, especially the most common 
suburbs, Toorak, Hawksburn, Kew, Cothan and South Yarra, would be beneficial. 
While the above profile of donors was dominant, a number of significant differences according to 
demographic characteristics in relation to why they gave and their size of their contribution were 
found. Most of these differences were identified according to income, chief wage earner status, 
gender and age. 
This research was found to support Hypothesis 3, that the higher the average household income 
level, the greater the size of the contribution. It was also found that households earning over 
$1 OOk a year were more motivated by tax benefits. 
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This research also concurred with Hypothesis 4, that chief wage earners give larger contributions 
than non-chief wage earners. As the majority of these chief wage earners were male, it was not 
surprising that whilst more females gave, males gave larger contributions. Table 26 outlines some 
key giving characteristics of males and females identified. 
Table 26: Giving Characteristics by Gender 
Males Females 
- Give less often than females - Give more often than males, especially 
- When they do give, they give higher amounts under $1,000 
than females (especially over $1 Ok) - Are less often the chief wage earner in 
- Feel more pressured to contribute the household 
- More likely to give because of 'Expectations' - Feel they have a better understanding of 
Factor what they are contributing towards than 
men 
- More likely to give because: 
- Seen as the right thing to do 
- It is felt expected of them; and 
-Due to family tradition 
Taking the above characteristics into consideration, it could be suggested that when producing 
generic materials for annual giving programs, or programs with a smaller contribution level (under 
$1,000), these should be targeted more towards females than men. Similarly, it could be suggested 
that materials targeted towards higher contributions, should be targeted more towards men. 
However, it is recognised that this small amount of targeting should never take the place of a 
personalised approached. 
Table 27 outlines significant differences found according to age; those under 55 and those over 55. 
Table 27: Giving Characteristics by Age (Under/Over 55) 
Under 55 Over 55 
- Feel more strongly that it wasn't the - Feel that the govemment should 
govemment's responsibility to provide the have provided the funds for the 
funds for the gallery redevelopment galle1y redevelopment 
- Sometimes find it difficult to decide which - Often don't find it difficult to decide 
cause to give to which cause to give to 
- More likely to give because of 'Benefits' Factor 
- More likely to give because: 
-Want others to benefit 
-To help achieving something 
worthwhile 
-To receive tax benefits 
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Table 27 provides insight into the differences between donors aged over 55 and under 55. This 
table suggests that those aged over 55 are much more set in their ways about giving, and have a 
strong association with the NGV. They have a strong opinion that the government should fund 
building works of this public art gallety, and indicate that they don't find it difficult deciding what 
to contribute their money towards. Despite indicating it is not their responsibility, over the 
government's, to give to the NGV, they have given to the campaign, which suggests it is one of 
the organisations they like to give to. 
The younger generation (under 55) feel it is not the government's responsibility to fund the NGV, 
and were more strongly motivated to give to it because of the benefit the redevelopment will 
provide to both them (including their tax benefits), and the community. These differences in 
approach to giving should be noted by fundraisers. While the older generation makes up the 
majority of donors, there is room to grow donors in the younger generation, and this is something 
that must be addressed to support the future of philanthropy, as the older generations pass away. 
The younger generation is less loyal to specific causes, but is motivated by the benefit their 
contribution will make to society, without forgetting their own needs (tax benefits). As such, 
when approaching and developing a younger generation of donors, these motivating factors should 
be taken into account. 
5.2 Method of Solicitation (Inputs) 
Results supported Hypothesis 1, as suggested by Kotler and Scheff (1997), that the more personal 
the solicitation, the more income is received. It was also found that the least personal approach 
resulted in the most amount of contributions, direct mail. This concurs with the industly practice 
that direct mail is an effective way of soliciting a large number of small contributions, however, 
higher contributions are more likely to be received through personal approaches. 
5.3 Perception of Approach (Perceptual Reactions) 
Overall, respondents felt as though they were asked to contribute in an appropriate way. The 
purpose of the campaign was communicated clearly and most donors agreed that the NGV needed 
the renovations made possible through the campaign. There was some discrepancy about whose 
responsibility it should be to fund the developments. While some (24%) agreed that it was the 
government's responsibility, others felt it was the responsibility of individuals (32%). 45% remain 
undecided. This research supports the view of Polonksy (2002) that Australians are less interested 
in philanthropy as they feel government should support non-profits. However, as discussed in the 
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previous section, it was found that older generations (over 55) feel that government should be 
responsible for funding public art galleries more than younger generations (under 55). 
Most agreed that they feel they are constantly being asked to give to different causes, particularly 
wealthier households. As this perceptual noise has the ability to reduce the likelihood of an 
individual to give, and individuals from wealthier households give more, it is important for 
organisations to have a strong stimulus. Overall, it appears that a strong stimulus was present for 
respondents as they agreed there was a high degree of urgency for the causes, personalised 
approaches and a clear and unambiguous request to contribute. 
The results did not support Hypothesis 2 that the stronger the perceptual reaction, the greater the 
size of the contribution. This does not suggest that a strong perceptual reaction is not needed in 
order for a gift to be given, but rather, that there is no differentiation between the strength of the 
perceptual reaction and the size of the contribution. 
5.4 Motivations (Intrinsic Moderating Determinants and Perceived Rewards) 
Six factors, representing the variety of motivations for giving to the campaign, were identified. 
These factors incorporate intrinsic moderating determinants and perceived rewards. Factor 1 is 
'Personal Rewards', Factor 2 is 'Altruistic Appreciation', Factor 3 is 'Social Benefits', Factor 4 is 
'Benefits', Factor 5 is 'Expectations' and Factor 6 is 'Gratitude'. These factors have been 
identified in existing literature in some form or another, however, this research contextualises their 
importance for NGV donors. These factors are defined and listed in order of importance for 
respondents below. 
1) 'Benefits 
This factor includes benefits for both the organisation receiving the donation, the donor, and 
the wider community. Individuals want to help achieving something worthwhile and believe 
that others will benefit from their contribution. They also want to benefit in the form of tax 
benefits and the ability to personally enjoy their contribution, in this case, through looking 
forward to experiencing the gallery redevelopments for themselves. Individuals under 55 are 
more strongly motivated by this factor. 
2) Altruistic Appreciation 
This factor includes a series of altruistic beliefs. Individuals motivated by this factor have a 
strong affiliation with the NGV and understand that financial support was needed. Coupled 
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with the capacity to give, they believed it was the right thing for them to contribute to such a 
worthwhile cause and would feel guilty if they did not. Those who regularly visit NGV 
exhibitions are more strongly motivated by this factor than those who do not. 
3) Gratitude 
Here respondents have a strong affiliation with the NGV and want to give back to the 
organisation in gratitude for what it has provided them. This makes them feel good. Those 
who visited the NGV in their childhood are more strongly motivated by this factor than those 
who did not. 
4) Social Benefits 
This factor relates to respondents' desire for social interaction through their gift, particularly 
through invitations to donor events. 
5) Expectations 
These motives relate to gifts which are made as a result of expectations placed upon an 
individual, or contributions which are made as a result of family tradition. Males and past 
NGV donors are more strongly motivated by this factor than females and non-donors. NGV 
volunteers are less strongly motivated by this factor than those who are not volunteers. 
6) Personal Rewards 
This factor includes motives that could be considered as either intrinsic or extrinsic rewards an 
individual receives from a contribution. There were varying opinions about the importance of 
these factors, however they are generally considered to be of either low or neutral importance 
with the exception of 'tax benefits'. This factor is more important to those who are chief wage 
earners in their household than those who do not have a chief wage earner, or those who are 
not the chief wage earner in their household. 
Most respondents agreed that 'Benefits', 'Altmistic Appreciation', 'Gratitude' and 'Social 
Benefit's were important motivators (mean>3), however 'Expectations' and 'Personal Rewards' 
were not important (mean<3). It should not be assumed that the lower ranking factors were not 
important to all individuals, but rather, their importance is not commonly held. Therefore, in 
practice it should not be assumed that individuals do not value rewards, but rather, the organisation 
needs to communicate with the potential donor to identify whether specific rewards are valuable to 
them. One interview respondent expressed disappointed in being credited with forn1al recognition 
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which was most unwanted. Similarly, it can not be assumed that individuals will feel as though 
they are expected to contribute. 
The highest rating individual motivational statements, in order of importance were: 
1) Important to support the NGV 
2) Financial support was needed 
3) Help achieving something worthwhile 
4) Looking forward to enjoying the new improvements the campaign will contribute towards 
5) Wanted others to benefit 
Overall, respondents were more strongly motivated by intrinsic motivations more than for 
perceived rewards. These results are similar to the findings of the Giving Australia project and 
Polonsky et al. (2002), further suggesting that extrinsic rewards are less important in Australia 
than in the United Kingdom, Europe or the United States. The only notable exception is the 
benefit the individual receives purely as a result of enjoying the benefits of their contributions. 
This motivation is not dominant in current literature and could be specific to the visual arts, as 
would often not be relevant to most charities. 
Despite their difference in importance, it should be noted that the stronger both the intrinsic 
motivation, and the perceived reward, the greater the size of the contribution. These findings 
support Hypotheses 5 and 6. 
5.5 Past Experiences and Perceptions (Processing Determinants) 
All respondents had some kind of previous contact with the visual arts, and the majority expressed 
the importance of the NGV in the wider Melbourne community. Further, as commonly expressed 
in philanthropic literature, donors identified themselves as lovers of the cause they contributed 
towards, the visual arts. In addition, they value the importance of both visual arts in general. They 
often visit other galleries locally, and when traveling, and around half are members of other local 
galleries. 98% of respondents indicated they have had some kind of past experience with the 
NGV. The most common, noil~exclusive, experiences in order of frequency included: 
• NGV Gallery Society Member (84%) 
• Visit Exhibitions (78%) 
• Past Donor (44%) 
• Visited the NGV in childhood (30%) 
• NGV Committee Member (22%) 
• NGV Volunteer (19%) 
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This re-iterates that the best place to begin looking for donors is within the organisation's cunent 
audience base and general stake-holders. Further, most respondents identified that they are regular 
givers and also have friends who give regularly. However, no respondents indicated they were 
motivated to give as a result of being asked by a friend or family member, despite this being a pre-
identified option. As such, it can not be assumed that an individual is likely to give to a cause 
purely by being asked by a friend. Some association with the NOV would be required. 
Unfortunately the length and magnitude of contact with the NOV was not assessed. However, the 
interviews and comments made in the questionnaire indicated that most respondents have had a 
long standing relationship with the NOV. 
5.6 Size of Contributions (Output) 
A series of tests was conducted to test 11 hypotheses relating to how influencing variables 
correlate with the size of contributions made. As discussed in sections 5.1 to 5.5, the following 
hypotheses were accepted: 
HI: The more personal the approach made to ask an individual to contribute to the 
campaign, the greater the size of the contribution made 
H3: The higher the average household income level, the greater the size of the contribution 
H4: Chief wage earners give larger contributions than non-chief wage earners 
H5: The stronger the perceived reward, the greater the size of the contribution made 
H6: The stronger the intrinsic motivation to give, the greater the size of contribution made 
Further tests revealed the following detail about specific motivations, and perceived 
rewards. It was found that Factor 3, .'Social Benefits', Factor 4, 'Benefits', and Factor 
5, 'Expectations' correlated in higher contributions. Further, those who gave higher 
contributions were more strongly motivated by the following motivations and rewards 
than those who gave less: 
The understanding that financial support was needed 
The capacity to contribute 
Invitations to donor events 
Social benefits 
Tax benefits 
Expectations (less strong negative) 
Making themselves feel good (less strong negative) 
Formal recognition (less strong negative) 
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Specifically, those who gave above $10k were more strongly motivated by: 
The capacity to contribute 
Invitations to donor events 
Social benefits 
Tax benefits 
Making themselves feel good (less strong negative) 
Formal recognition (less strong negative) 
Feeling better_about themselves (less strong negative) 
HB: Individuals with past experience with similar organisations give higher contributions 
H9: Individuals who have more experience with giving give higher contributions 
HI 0: The better the perception of the type of organisation, the greater the size of the 
contribution made 
It was also found that while females give more often, males give higher amounts when they did 
give, and while both genders give across all contribution levels, males give significantly more 
under $1,000 and males give more across the higher levels, especially those above $10,000. 
No evidence was found to support the following hypotheses: 
H2: The stronger the perceptual reaction, the greater the size of the contribution made 
H7: Individuals with past experience with the organisation give higher contributions 
Hll: The better the perception of the specific organisation, the greater the size of the 
contribution made 
These findings do not suggest that a good perceptual reaction (H2), past experience with the 
organisation (H7) and positive opinion of the organisation (Hll) is not required of benefactors in 
order for them to give, but rather, these elements do not vary according to the size of contribution 
made. In fact, all these elements were strong among the majority of donors; a positive reaction to 
the way they were approached, past experience with the NGV and a good perception of the 
organisation, suggesting that these elements are important in order for benefactors to give at any 
level. 
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CHAPTER 6- CONCLUSION 
A thorough understanding of the factors that influence giving is imperative for any organisation 
that engages in philanthropy as a revenue stream. Further, an understanding of how these factors 
vary according to the size of contribution made is useful in knowing how to target contributions of 
different sizes. The findings of this study provide some empirical evidence towards this area of 
study through examining who, how and why individuals gave to the National Gallery of Victoria's 
recent fundraising campaign, as a case in point. These findings can be used by public art galleries 
in Australia to more effectively understand, and target, their prospective benefactors. While this 
research may help other art galleries further understand donors, it is important to understand its 
limits and recognise that this research can not be easily generalised outside its specific context. In 
order for research to be more easily applied across any public art gallety in Australia, further 
research is required. In concluding, this section outlines a number of recommendations for future 
research. 
This study has identified how a number of benefactor characteristics vary significantly according 
the size of the contribution that is made. These results can be used to more effectively target 
benefactors at their respective contribution levels. It has also identified some common 
characteristics of benefactors; namely, that they reacted positively to the way they were 
approached, had past experience with the NGV and had a good perception of the NGV. However, 
it can not be assumed that if all the common elements are present, an individual will contribute. It 
could be assumed if this research had compared the existence of these elements between donors 
and non-donors, and found a significant differel).ce in the importance of these elements between 
donors and non-donors. However, as the sample of this research was restricted to donors, this 
conclusion can not be drawn. 
While this study has provided a comprehensive analysis of how and why individuals contributed 
to a public art gallery in Australia, it has not examined why individuals did not contribute. A more 
thorough understanding of what precluded individuals from contributing would help to identify 
ways in which such a successful campaign could have been more successful. Therefore, it is 
recommended that an area for future research would be to examine the significant differences 
between donors and non-donors of public art galleries in Australia. 
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The perception of the government's role in supporting the arts in Australia requires specific 
attention. This study found that most donors felt that it was the government's responsibility to do 
so, and this view is particularly held by the older generation (over 55). Further research is 
required to establish whether this view is held by non-donors and whether this is a significant 
barrier to giving. If so, public art galleries need to address this issue with their audiences, for it 
was also found that individuals, who more strongly agreed that they were motivated by 
understanding that financial contributions are needed from individuals, gave higher amounts. As 
the younger generation increases in age and wealth, this could be an opportunity for arts 
organisations to capitalise on their belief that public art galleries should be supported more by 
individuals than the government. 
Finally, the findings of this study, and the results of any future studies will help develop a stronger 
understanding of who, how and why individuals contribute to public art galleries in Australia. 
However, in practice these findings should be used while taking each specific context into 
consideration. While research provides useful information, in practice, it should always be 
remembered that individuals contribute to a cause for any number of reasons, and these should 
never be assumed on account of previous research. Ensuring that each approach for a 
philanthropic contribution takes research into account as well as effectively communicating with 
the prospective benefactor, is essential in executing a successful solicitation. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Construct statements before semi-structured interviews and pre-tests 
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Construct Statements Before Semi-Interviews and Pre-Tests 
* Indicates negatively coded statements 
**Indicates variables which were altered in the final questionnaire 
QUESTION CATEGORY VARIABLE MEASURE 
1 When contributing to the campaign I Perceptual Clarity of request Scale Data 
understood what my gift was going towards Reaction (SD- D-N-A 
2 The NGV was clear in communicating why Perceptual Clarity of request -SA) 
they needed funds for the campaign Reaction 
3 I like to be associated with the NGV Perceptual Fit with self 
Reaction 
4 I like to be associated as a donor of the NGV Perceptual Fit with self 
Reaction 
5 I feel like I am constantly being asked to Perceptual Perceptual noise 
contribute to different causes Reaction 
6 I sometimes can't decide which causes to Perceptual Perceptual noise 
contribute to Reaction 
7 I felt the NGV asked me to contribute to the Perceptual Portrayal of cause 
campaign in an appropriate way Reaction 
*8 I felt pressured to financially contribute to the Perceptual Portrayal of cause 
campaign Reaction 
9 The NGV urgently needed the renovations Perceptual Strength of stimulus 
that were made possible through the campaign Reaction (perceived degree of 
urgency of the cause) 
*10 The NGV should have focused on improving Perceptual Strength of stimulus 
other areas of their operations before Reaction (perceived degree of 
undertaking the renovations that were made urgency of the cause) 
_possible through the campaign 
11 I felt it was my responsibility to contribute to Perceptual Strength of stimulus 
the campaign \ Reaction (perceived level of 
\ 
I personal responsibility 
felt) 
*12 It should have been the government's Perceptual Strength of stimulus 
responsibility to provide the funds the NGV Reaction (perceived level of 
required to undertake the renovations made personal responsibility 
possible by the campaign felt) 
13 I regularly visited art galleries other than the Processing Past experience with art 
NGV in my childhood Determinant galleries 
**I I regularly visit art galleries other than the Processing Past experience with art 
4 NGV Determinant galleries 
15 I often give to organisations seeking support Processing Past experience with 
Determinant giving 
16 My family often gives to organisations Processing Past experience with 
seeking financial support Determinant giving 
17 My friends often give to organisations seeking Processing Past experience with 
financial support Determinant giving 
**1 I regularly visited the NGV in my childhood Processing Past experience with the 
8 Determinant NGV 
**I I visit all the exhibitions held by the NGV Processing Past experience with the 
9 Determinant NGV 
**2 I have voluntarily contributed finances to the Processing Past experience with the 
0 NGV before the campaign Determinant NGV 
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**2 My family is a strong supporter of the NGV Processing Past experience with the 
1 Determinant NGV 
22 Art galleries provide a valuable function in Processing Perception of art 
society Determinant galleries 
23 I find attending art galleries enjoyable Processing Perception of art 
Determinant galleries 
24 Public art galleries are unnecessary in a Processing Perception of art 
healthy community * Determinant galleries 
25 I believe the NGV used my contribution Processing Perception of the NGV 
effectively Determinant 
26 I feel the NGV has a good reputation Processing Perception of the NGV 
Determinant 
27 I believe the NOV's management to be Processing Perception of the NGV 
professional Determinant 
28 The NGV delivers high quality exhibitions Processing Perception of the NGV 
Determinant 
I gave to the National Gallery of Victoria's Scale Data 
recent capital ftmdraising campaign because (SD- D-N-A 
... -SA) 
29 . . . I felt it was the right thing to do Intrinsic Altruism 
Motivating 
Determinant 
30 ... I believe it is important to support the Intrinsic Altruism 
NGV Motivating 
Determinant 
31 ... I felt it was expected of me Intrinsic Expectations 
Motivating 
Determinant 
32 ... it is my family tra,dition to give to the Intrinsic Family tradition 
visual arts Motivating 
Determinant 
33 ... I thought it would make me feel good Intrinsic Good feeling 
Motivating 
Determinant 
34 ... I wanted to give something back to the Intrinsic Gratitude 
NGV, in gratitude for what it has provided me Motivating 
Determinant 
35 .. ; I wanted to give in memory of a loved one Intrinsic In memory of a loved 
Motivating one 
Determinant 
36 ... I thought it would make me feel better Perceived Need for self-esteem 
about myself Reward 
(Processing 
Determinant) 
37 ... I wanted to give for religious reasons Intrinsic Religious reasons 
(relating to an organised religion) Motivating 
Determinant 
38 ... I wanted to give for spiritual reasons (not Intrinsic Spiritual reasons 
relating to an organised religion) Motivating 
Determinant 
39 ... I wanted to be formally recognised for my Perceived Formal recognition 
contribution Reward 
(Processing 
Determinant) 
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40 ... I wanted others to benefit from the Perceived Future generations 
improvements the campaign will contribute to Reward 
the gallery (Processing 
Determinant) 
41 ... I would feel guilty ifl didn't contribute Perceived Guilt reduction 
Reward 
(Processing 
Determinant) 
42 ... I wanted my peers to be aware of my Perceived Peer acknowledgement 
contribution Reward 
(Processing 
Determinant) 
43 ... I look fmward to enjoying the new Perceived Self-benefit 
improyements the campaign will contribute Reward 
(Processing 
Determinant) 
44 ... I wanted to help in achieving something Perceived Sense of achievement 
worthwhile Reward 
(Processing 
Determinant) 
45 ... I like to be invited to the events held for Perceived Social activities 
NGV donors Reward 
(Processing 
Determinant) 
46 ... I enjoy socialising with people I meet as a Perceived Social affiliations 
result of my contribution Reward 
(Processing 
\ Determinant) 
47 ... the taxation benefits associated with my Perceived Tax incentives 
gift were important to me Reward 
(Processing 
Determinant) 
48 Are there any other reasons explaining why Intrinsic Open ended 
you contributed to the campaign that are not Motivating 
represented in the statements in Section 2 Determinant I 
Perceived 
Reward 
.. 
49 How were you asked to contribute to the Input Mode of request Nominal 
recent capital fimdraising campaign? & Strength of 
Asked by a NGV staff member I knew Stimulus 
Asked by a NGV staff member I didn't know (Perceived 
Asked by an NGV volunteer I knew level 
of 
personalisation 
Asked by an NGV volunteer I didn't know of the 
Encouraged by a friend/relative approach) 
Sent a letter by the NGV 
Can't remember 
Other 
50 How much did you contribute to the National Output Level of contribution Nominal 
Gallery of Victoria's recent capital 
fundraisinf{ campaif{n? 
Under $500 
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$500-$999 
$1,000- $2,499 
$2,500 - $4,999 
$5,000- $9,999 
$10,000-$19,999 
$20,000- $49,999 
$50,000- $199,999 
$200,000- $1,000,000 
Over $1,000,000 
51 Gender Extrinsic Gender Nominal 
Male moderating 
Female variable 
52 Which age bracket do you fall into? Extrinsic Age Nominal 
Under 25 moderating 
25-34 variable 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65+ i 
53 Which ofthefollowing best described your Extrinsic Marital status Nominal 
marital status? moderating 
Single variable 
Married 
Divorced 
Separated 
Living with partner 
Widowed 
54 What is the highest level of education you Extrinsic Education Nominal 
have completed? · moderating 
High school to year 10 variable 
High school to year 12 
Trade qualification I apprenticeship 
Certificate or diploma (TAPE or College) 
Undergraduate degree 
Post-graduate degree (Masters) 
Post-graduate degree (PHD) 
Other Nominal/ 
Open Ended 
55 What is your average household income per Extrinsic Income Nominal 
annum? moderating 
Under $30,000 variable 
$30,000- $59,999 
$60,000- $99,999 
$100,000-$199,999 
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$200,000- $499,999 
$500,000- $1,000,000 
Over $1,000,000 
56 Are you the chief wage eamer in your Extrinsic Nominal 
household? moderating 
Yes variable 
No 
There is no chief wage eamer in my 
household 
57 Which of the following best describes your Extrinsic Employment Nominal 
employment status? moderating 
Employed full-time variable 
Employed part-time 
Retumed 
Full-time student 
Home duties 
Full-time carer '·, 
Unemployed 
Other Nominal I 
Open Ended 
58 Nationality Extrinsic Nationality Open ended 
moderating 
variable 
59 Occupation Extrinsic Occupation Open ended 
moderating 
variable 
60 Do you subscribe to a particular religion? Extrinsic Religion Nominal 
Yes (please specifY; do not wish to disclose) moderating 
No variable 
Prefer not to say 
,, 
Religion Extrinsic Religion Open Ended 
moderating 
variable 
61 Postcode Extrinsic Location of residency Open ended 
moderating 
variable 
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APPENDIX2 
Draft Questionnaire (before semi-structured interviews and pre-test) 
Note: * indicates questions altered in the final questionnaire 
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Financial philanthropy towards Australian public art galleries by individual benefactors: 
Some empirical evidence from the National Gallery of Victoria. 
This questionnaire has been designed to ask you about how and why you 
contributed to the capital fundraising campaign ("the campaign") conducted by 
the National Gallery of Victoria ("NGV") conducted between 2001-2004 to 
fund the recent redevelopment of the St Kilda Road and Ian Potter Gallery 
Buildings. All questions in this questionnaire relate to this campaign unless 
stated otherwise. 
As indicated in the cover letter all your identity will remain strictly confidential. 
Please note this questionnaire is double sided and it would be most 
beneficial to the National Gallery of Victoria if ALL questions were 
completed honestly as possible. 
INSTRUCTIONS 
Section 1 and Section 2 of this questionnaire will present you with a series of statements, and you are asked to 
indicate the extend to which you agree with these statements by ticking one offive boxes; Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Neither Agree or Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree. Please tick the boxes as indicated below: 
Example 
Strongly Agree 'I either Agree Disagree Strongly 
Agree or Disagree Disagree 
Summer is my favourite month 0 0 0 0 0 
Section 3 and Section four will present you will a number of open ended and closed ended questions. Please 
follow the directions as indicated in these sections. 
i\l( 1;v1 lii'.i\ 
SECTION 1: GENERAL ATTITUDES AND EXPERIENCES 
Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, neither agree or disagree, disagree or strongly disagree with the following 
statements. (Please only tick one of these options for each statement) 
Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree or 
Disa2ree 
Disagree 
When contributing to the campaign I understood what my gift was going D D D 0 D towards 
The NOV was clear in communicating why they needed funds for the D D D 0 0 
campaign 
I like to be associated with the NOV D D D 0 D 
I like to be associated as a donor of the NOV D D D 0 D 
I feel like I am constantly Qeing asked to contribute to different causes D D D 0 D 
I sometimes can't decide which causes to contribute to D D D D D 
I felt the NOV asked me to contribute to the campaign in an appropriate D D D 0 D 
way 
I felt pressured to financially contribute to the campaign D D D 0 0 
The NOV urgently needed the renovations that were made possible D D D 0 0 through the campaign 
The NOV should have focused on improving other areas of their 
operations before undertaking the renovations that were made possible D D D 0 0 
through the campaign 
I felt it was my responsibility to financially contribute to the campaign D D D 0 0 
It should have been the government's responsibility to provide the funds 
the NOV required to undertake the renovations made possible by the D D D 0 D 
campaign 
I regularly visited art galleries other than the NOV in my childhood D D D 0 D 
*I regularly visit art galleries other than the NOV D D D 0 D 
I often give to organisations seeking support D D D 0 D 
My family often gives to organisations seeking financial support D D D 0 0 
My friends often give to organisations seeking financial support D D 0 0 D 
*I regularly v(sited the NOV in my childhood D D D D D 
*I visit all the exhibitions held by the NOV D D D D D 
*I have voluntarily contributed finances to the NOV before the campaign D D D 0 D 
*My family is a strong supporter of the NOV D D D 0 D 
Art galleries provide a valuable function in society D D D 0 D 
I find attending art galleries enjoyable D D D 0 D 
Public art galleries are not necessary organisations in a healthy D D D 0 D 
community 
I believed the NOV would use my contribution to the campaign D D D D D 
effectively 
I feel the NOV has a good reputation D D D D D 
I believe the NOV's management to be professional D D D 0 D 
The NOV delivers high quality exhibitions D D D D D 
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SECTION 2: MOTIVATION FOR GIVING TO THE CAMPAIGN 
The following statements relate to why you contributed to the recent capital fundraising campaign conducted by the National 
Gallery of Victoria. 
Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, are neutral, disagree or strongly agree with the following statements. 
(Please only tick one of these options for each statement) 
I gave to the National Gal/e1y of Victoria's recent capital ftmdraising Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Agree Agree or Disagree 
campaign because ••. Disagree 
... I felt it was the right thing to do D D D D D 
... I believe it is important to support the NOV D D D D D 
... I felt it was expected of me D D D D D 
... it is my family tradition to give to the visual arts D D D D D 
... I thought it would make me feel good D D D D D 
... I wanted to give something back to the NOV, in gratitude for what D D D D D it has provided me 
... I wanted to give in memory of a loved one D D D D D 
... I thought it would make me feel better about myself D D D D D 
... I wanted to give for religious reasons (relating to an organised D D D D D 
religion) 
... I wanted to give for spiritual reasons (not relating to an organised D D D D D 
religion) 
... I wanted to be formally recognised for my contribution D D D D D 
... I wanted others to benefit from the improvements the campaign will D D D D D 
contribute to the gallery 
... I would feel guilty ifi didn't contribute D D D D D 
... I wanted my peers to be aware of my contribution D D D D D 
... I look forward to enjoying the new improvements the campaign will D D D D D 
contribute 
... I wanted to help in achieving something worthwhile D D D D D 
... I like to be invited to the events held for NOV donors D D D D D 
... I enjoy socialising with people I meet as a result of my contribution D D D D D 
... the taxation benefits associated with my gift were important to me D D D D D 
Are there any other reasons explaining why you contributed to the campaign that are not represented in the statements 
in Section 2? Please write any additional reasons why you contributed to the campaign in the space provided below. 
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SECTION 3: CAMPAIGN SPECIFICS 
3(a): How were you asked to contribute to the campaign? (Please tick all that are applicable) 
D Asked by a NGV st~ff member I knew D 
D 
D 
D 
Encouraged by a friend/family member 
D Asked by a NGV staff member I didn't know 
D Asked by a NGV volunteer I knew 
Sent a letter by the NGV asking me to contribute 
Can't remember 
D Asked by a NGV volunteer I didn't know Other (please specifj1 below) 
3(b): How much did you contribute to the National Gallery of Victoria's recent capital fundraising campaign? (Please include 
all donations already made, pledges and bequests) (Please only tick one) 
D Under $500 D $10,000- $19,999 
D $500- $999 D $2o,ooo- $49,999 
D $1,000- $2,499 D $50,000- $199,999 
D $2,500- $4,999 D $2oo,ooo- $1,ooo,ooo 
D $5,000-$9,999 D Over $1,000,000 
SECTION 4: DEMOGRAPHICS 
4(a): Gender 
D Male D Female 
4(b): Which age bracket do you fall into? 
D 
D 
Under 25 
25-34 
D 35-44 
D 45-54 
D 
D 
55-64 
65+ 
4( c): What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
D 
D 
D 
D 
High scj10ol to year 1 0 D 
High school to year 12 D 
Trade qualification I apprenticeship D 
Certificate or diploma (T AFE or college) D 
Undergraduate Degree 
Post-graduate Degree (Masters) 
Post-graduate Degree (PhD) 
Other (please specifY below) 
4(d): Which of the following best describes your marital status? (Please only tick one) 
D Single 
D Married 
D Separated 
D Living with partner 
D Divorced 
D Widowed 
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4(e): What is your average household income per annum? 
D Under $30,000 D $100,000- $199,999 
D $30,000- $59,999 D $200,000- $499,999 
D $60,000- $99,999 D $500,000- $1,000,000 
4(f): Which of the following best describes your employment status? 
D Employed full-time D Full-time student 
D Employed part-time D Home duties 
D Retired D Full time carer 
4(g): Do you subscribe to a particular religion? 
D Yes (Go to Question 4/t) 
D No (Go to Question 4i) 
D Prefer not to say (Go to Question 4i) 
4 (h): (Only complete if you answered 'Yes' to Question 4g) 
What religion do you subscribe to? 
4(i): Nationality 
4(j): Occupation (Please be as specific as possible) 
4(k): Postcode 
DODD 
D Over $1,000,000 
D Looking for work 
D Unemployed 
D Other (please spec(fY below) 
D Prefer not to disclose 
4 (I): How long have you lived in the community in which you presently reside? 
DD Years DD Months 
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Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
It is very much appreciated. 
IMPORTANT 
PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMPLETED 
QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE REPLY PAID ENVELOPE 
PROVIDED BY 
WEDNESDAY 31 AUGUST 2005 
.If you have misplaced the reply paid envelope, please return your 
completed questionnaire to: 
Ian Higgins 
Fundraising and Bequest Manager 
National Gallery of Victoria 
PO Box 7259 
Melbourne VIC 8004 
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APPENDIX3 
Final Questionnaire 
Note: *Indicates changes from the draft questionnaire 
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FINANCIAL PHILANTHROPY TOWARDS AUSTRALIAN PUBLIC 
ART GALLERIES BY INDIVIDUAL BENEFACTORS 
As a valued donor of the National Gallery ofVictoria ("NGV"), 
your input in completing this questionnaire is much appreciated. 
It would be most beneficial to the NGV, and the researcher if 
you would fill in all the questions included in this questionnaire as 
honestly as possible. 
This questionnaire has been designed to ask you about how and 
why you contributed to the capital fundraising campaign ("the 
campaign") conducted by the NGV conducted from 2001 to 2004 
to fund the recent redevelopment of the St Kilda Road and Ian 
Potter galleries. 
All questions in this questionnaire relate to this campaign 
unless stated otherwise. 
If more than one person contributed to your contribution to this campaign, 
please ensure that the person who made the decision to contribute completes 
this questionnaire. 
INSTRUCTIONS 
Section 1 and Section 2 of this questionnaire will present you with a series of statements, 
and you are asked to indicate the extend to which you agree with these statements by 
ticking one of five boxes; Strongly Agree (SA); Agree (A); neither Agree or Disagree 
(N); Disagree (D); or Strongly Disagree (SD). Please tick one box as indicated below: 
Example 
SA A N D SD 
Summer is my favourite month D m D D D 
Section 3 and Section 4 will present you will a number of open ended and closed ended 
questions. Please follow the directions as indicated in these sections. 
103 
SECTION lA: GENERAL ATTITUDES AND EXPERIENCES 
Please indicate whether you strongly agree (SA); agree (A); neither agree or disagree (N); 
disagree (D); or strongly disagree (SD) with the following statements. Please only tick one 
of these options for each statement. 
SA A N D SD 
I find attending art galleries enjoyable D D D D D 
I regularly visited art galleries, other than the NGV, in my childhoc D D D D D 
*I always visit art galleries when traveling D D D D D 
*I regularly visit art galleries, other than the NGV, in Melbourne D D D D D 
or its surrounding regions 
*I am involved in the organisation of other visual arts D D D D D 
organisations 
*I enjoy experiencing the visual atis D D D D D 
*I am a member of art galleries other than the NGV D D D D D 
Art galleries provide a valuable function in society D D D D D 
I like to be associated with the NGV D D D D D 
I like to be associated as a donor of the NGV D D D D D 
I feel like I am constantly asked to give to different causes D D D D D 
I sometimes can't decide which causes to give to D D D D D 
I often give to organisations seeking financial support D D D D D 
My family often gives to organisations seeking financial support D D D D D 
My friends often give to organisations seeking financial support D D D D D 
Public art galleries are unnecessary in a healthy community D D D D D 
*Public art galleries are something a community can be proud of D D D D D 
*Public ati galleries provide something for all people D D D D D 
*Public art galleries need financial support from the public to D D 
operate 
D D D 
I feel the NGV has a good reputation D D D D D 
I believe the NGV's management to be professional D D D D D 
The NGV delivers high quality exhibitions D D D D D 
*The NGV is a world-class gallery D D D D D 
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SA A N D SD 
*I enjoy visiting the NGV D D D D D 
*The NGV is accessible to the entire community D D D D D 
*The NGV provides a valuable service to the community D D D D D 
*The NGV is responsive to public demand D D D D D 
*The NGV staff are always friendly D D D D D 
*I feel I have a sense of ownership in the NGV's collection D D D D D 
*SECTION lB: CAMPAIGN SPECIFICS 
The following statements relate to the recent campaign conducted by the NGV from 2001 to 
2004 to fund the redevelopment of the St Kilda Road and Ian Potter galleries 
SA A N D SD 
When contributing to the campaign I understood what my gift was D D D D D going towards 
The NGV was clear in communicating why they needed funds for D D D D D 
the campaign 
I felt the NGV asked me to contribute to the campaign in an D D D D D 
appropriate way 
I felt pressured to financially contribute to the campaign D D D D D 
The way I was approached to contribute to the campaign D D D D D 
encouraged me to contribute 
The NGV urgently needed the renovations that were made D D D D D possible through the campaign 
The NGV should have focused on improving other areas of their 
operations before undertaking the renovations that were made D D D D D 
possible through the campaign 
I felt it was my responsibility to contribute to the campaign D D D 0 D 
I believe the NGV used my contribution effectively D 0 D 0 0 
At the time of making my contribution to the campaign I was 
excited about the redevelopments to be made possible through D 0 0 D D 
the campaign 
It should have been the govemment's responsibility to provide 
the funds the NGV required to undetiake the renovations made 0 D D 0 0 
possible by the campaign 
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SECTION 2: MOTIVATION FOR GIVING TO THE CAMPAIGN 
The following statements relate to why you contributed to campaign conducted by the 
National Gallery of Victoria. Please indicate whether you strongly agree (SA); agree (A); 
neither agree nor disagree (N); disagree (D); or strongly disagree (SD); with the following 
statements. Please only tick one for each statement. 
I gave to the National Gallery of Victoria's recent capital SA A N D SD 
fundraising campaign because ... 
.. *I have a strong affiliation with the NGV D D D D D 
.. I felt it was the right thing to do D D D D D 
.. I believe it is important to support the NGV D D D D D 
.. *I understood that financial support was needed D D D D D 
.. *I was in the financial position to do so, 'so why not?' D D D D D 
.. I felt it was expected of me D D D D D 
.. it is my family tradition to give to the visual mis D D D D D 
.. I thought it would make me feel good D D D D D 
.. I wanted to give something back to the NGV, in gratitude for D D D D D 
what it has provided me 
.. I wanted to give in memory of a loved one D D D D D 
.. I thought it would make me feel better about myself D D D D D 
.. of reasons relating to my religion D D D D D 
.. of spiritual reasons (not relating to organised religion) D D D D D 
.. I wanted to be formally recognised for my contribution D D D D D 
.. I wanted others to benefit from the improvements the campaign will D D D D D 
contribute to the gallery 
.. I would feel guilty ifl didn't contribute D D D D D 
.. I wanted my peers to be aware of my contribution D D D D D 
.. I look forward to enjoying the new improvements the campaign will D D D D D 
contribute towards 
.. I wanted to help in achieving something worthwhile D D D D D 
.. I like to be invited to the events held for NGV donors D D D D D 
.. I enjoy socialising with people I meet as a result of my contribution D D D D D 
.. the taxation benefits associated with my gift were important to me D D D D D 
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Are there any other reasons explaining why you contributed to the campaign that are not 
represented in the statements in Section 2? Please write any additional reasons why you 
contributed to the campaign in the space provided below. 
SECTION 3: CAMPAIGN SPECIFICS 
3(a): How were you asked to contribute to the campaign? Tick all that are applicable. 
D Asked by a NGV staff member I knew D Sent a letter by the NGV 
D Asked by a NGV staff member I didn't know D *Was not asked to contribute 
D Asked by a NGV volunteer I knew D Can't remember 
D Asked by a NGV volunteer I didn't know D Other (please specify below) 
D Encouraged by a friend/family member 
3(b): How much did you contribute to the campaign? 
Include all donations already made, pledges and bequests. Please only tick one. 
D Under $500 D $5,000 - $9,999 
D $500- $999 D $10,000- $19,999 
D $1,000- $2,499 D $20,000- $49,999 
D $2,500- $4,999 D $50,000- $199,999 
D $200,000- $1,000,00 
D Over $1,000,000 
*3(c): How are you currently (or have you been in the past) involved with the NGV? 
Please tick all that are applicable 
D Donor (before the campaign) 
D NGV Gallery Society Member 
D Committee member of a NGV association 
D Relative I Friend is a NGV 
DVolunteer 
D Visit NGV Exhibitions 
D Visited the NGV in my childhood 
D Other (please specify below) 
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SECTION 4: DEMOGRAPHICS 
4(a): Gender 
D Male D Female 
4(b ): Which age bracket do you fall into? 
D Under 25 D 35-44 
D 25 - 34 D 45 - 54 
D 55-64 
D Over 65 
4(c): Which ofthe following best describes your marital status? Please only tiel<. one. 
D Single D Separated D Living with Partner 
D Married D Divorced D Widowed 
4( d): What is the highest level of education you have completed? Please only tick one. 
D High school to year 1 0 D Undergraduate Degree 
D High school to year 12 D Post-graduate Degree (Masters) 
D Trade qualification I apprenticeship D Post-graduate Degree (PhD) 
D Certificate or diploma (TAFE or college) D Other (please specify below) 
4(e): What is your average household income per annum? 
D Under $30,000 D $100,000- $199,999 D Over $1,000,000 
D $30,000 - $59,999 D $200,000 - $499,999 
D $60,000- $99,999 D $500,000- $1,000,000 
4(f): Are you the chief wage earner in your household? 
D Yes D There is no chief wage earner in my household 
D No 
4(g): Which of the following best describes your employment status? Please only tick one. 
D Employed full-time D Full-time student D Unemployed 
D Employed part-time D Home duties D Other (please specify below) 
D Retired D Full time carer 
4(h): What is your nationality? 
4(i): What is your occupation? Please be as specific as possible. 
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4(j): Do you subscribe to a particular religion? 
0 Yes (Go to Question 4k) 
0 No (Go to Question 41) 
D Prefer pot to say (Go to Question 41) 
4 (k): Only complete ifyou answered 'Yes' to Question 4j 
What religion do you subscribe to? 
0 Prefer not to disclose 
4(1): Postcode: 
DODD 
THANK YOU 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
Please return your completed questionnaire in the reply paid envelope provided by 
WEDNESDAY 26 OCTOBER 2005. 
If you have misplaced the reply paid envelope, please return your completed 
questionnaire to: 
Tina Saconne 
National Gallery of Victoria 
PO Box 7259 
Melbourne VIC 8004 
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APPENDIX4 
Semi-Structured Interview Schedule 
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Semi-Structured Interview Schedule 
QUESTION ORDER INTERVIEW QUESTION CATEGORY VARIABLE 
1* Do you have any past experience with the Processing Past Experience 
National Gallery of Victoria? Determinant (with the 
la: If''yes"for What sort of involvement have you had organisation) 
question 1, and a with the NGV? 
more detailed 
answer is desired 
2** What is your general perception of the Processing Judgemental Criteria 
National Galle1y of Victoria? Determinant (Perception of the 
organisation) 
3** 3a: If''yes"for Aside from your involvement with the Processing Past Experience 
question 1 NGV, do you have any past experience Determinant (with the visual 
with other public art galleries or the arts/kind of 
visual arts in general? organisation in 
3b: If"no"for Do you have any past experience with general) 
question 1 other public art galleries or the visual arts 
in general? 
3c: If"yes"for What sort of involvement have you had 
either question 4a with other public art galleries or the 
or 4b and a more visual arts? 
detailed answer is 
desired 
4* How were you asked to contribute to the Input Mode of request 
National Galle1y of Victoria's recent 
capital fundraising campaign? 
5 How did this approach make you feel? Perceptual All 
Reaction 
6* Why did you decide to give to the Processing Judgemental Criteria 
campaign? Determinant & (Perception of 
Intrinsic Benefits Received -
Motivation Processing 
Determinant) 
7** Why do you feel that the public art Processing Judgemental Criteria 
galleries like the NGV 'are particularly Determinant (Perception of giving 
worthy of your support? to the kind of 
organisation) 
Slightly adapted to be situation specific * 
New question derived from literature ** 
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APPENDIX 5, 6, 7 
Information letters for participants 
National Gallery of Victoria 
Interview participants 
Questionnaire respondents 
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Mr lan Higgins 
National Gallery of Victoria 
180 St Kilda Road 
Melbourne 
VIC 3004 
1 June 2005 
Information Letter 
for the National Gallery of Victoria 
Dear lan 
Thank you for indicating that the National Gallery of Victoria ("NGV') is willing to participate in 
the research project I am undertaking as part of my honours degree in Arts Management at 
the WA Academy of Performing Arts, Edith Cowan University. I would like to take this 
opportunity to outline all the details of the research project. 
The title of the research project is "Financial philanthropy towards Australia public art galleries 
by individual benefactors: Some empirical evidence from the National Gallery of Victoria". It 
aims to examine a variety of factors that influence why individual benefactors philanthropically 
contribute finances to public art galleries in Australia, and with your consent will use the 
NGV's recent capital fundraising campaign 'One Vision Two Galleries' ("the campaign") as a 
case in point. 
The research will involve two methods of data collection; interviews with six-eight individual 
benefactors and a questionnaire to 300 individual benefactors who contributed to the 
campaign. Individuals to participate in the interviews will be selected by, and requested to 
participate by, the NGV. These interviews are estimated to take between thirty minutes and 
an hour and will be conducted at a time and in a place convenient to both the participants and 
the NGV. All interviews will be tape recorded. These recordings will be destroyed after the 
project to ensure the anonymity of individuals who do not wish to be identified. The 
questionnaires will be distributed by the NGV in accordance with privacy laws, however, the 
researcher ·will pay for printing and postage costs. Individuals selected to receive a 
questionnaire will be selected on the basis that they represent a proportionate amount of 
individuals who gave contributions at different levels. 
Confidential information pertaining to both individuals participating in the research and the 
NGV will be protected throughout the study. The researcher will be the only person with 
access to data from the interviews and questionnaire. The information found in this research 
will only be used for the purposes of this project. The NGV will be provided with a copy of the 
research findings, which will form the basis of my honours thesis. This thesis will be publicly 
available through Edith Cowan University. In this thesis the NGV will be identified as the 
organisation used to conduct this case study, however, individual participants will not be 
identified without their informed consent. 
I have attached a copy of the interview questions and a draft questionnaire for your interest. 
Your indication to participate in thi~ research is very much appreciated. However, please be 
aware that the NGV is free to withdraw their involvement in this project at any time. 
I can be contacted through the details provided below to answer any queries you may have 
regarding this research. My research supervisor Mr. Christopher Chalon (Arts Management 
Lecturer, WA Academy of Performing Arts, Edith Cowan University) may also be contacted 
on 08 9370 6075 for any additional information that may be required. In the event that you 
wish to contact an independent person about the nature of the research, please contact the 
Director of the Western Australian Academy of Performing Arts, Ms Julie Wam (tel: 08 9370 
6843; email: j.warn@ecu.edu.au). 
If you are happy for this research to commence could you please sign the attached informed 
consent form on behalf of the NGV. 
Kind regards, 
 
Elisha London 
Arts Management (Honours) Student 
Edith Cowan University 
Communications and Creative Industries 
WA Academy of Performing Arts 
Mb:  
Email: elondon@student.ecu.edu.au 
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Information Letter 
for individuals participating in interviews 
The title of this research is 'Financial philanthropy towards Australian public art galleries by 
individual benefactors: Some empirical evidence from the National Gallery of Victoria'. This 
research project is being undertaken as pati of the requirements of my honours degree in Arts 
Management at the WA Academy of Performing Arts, Edith Cowan University, Perth. The 
findings of this research will only be used for this project and will form part of a thesis which 
will be publicly available through Edith Cowan University. 
This interview aims to gather information on attitudes towards giving, public art galleries and 
the National Gallery of Victoria specifically. It also aims to gather information about how and 
why you contributed to the National Gallery of Victoria's recent capital fundraising campaign, 
'One Vision, Two Galleries'. 
Please speak as openly as possible as all your thoughts are important. It is equally important 
that you feel under no obligation to respond to any question that you may feel uncomfortable 
about answering. You may completely withdraw from the interview at any stage. This 
interview will be taped (sound only). If you choose to take part, you have the choice for your 
comments to remain anonymous, or to be quoted by name. If you choose to remain anonymous 
your identity will be kept anonymous in any transcription, storage or publication of this 
research. 
In the event that you wish to contact an independent person about the nature of the research, 
please contact the Director of the Western Australian Academy of Performing Arts, Ms Julie 
Warn (tel: 08 9370 6843; email: j.warn@ecu.edu.au). 
If you are happy to participate in this research project, please sign the attached informed consent 
form. Your participation in this study is very much appreciated  
Kind regards 
Elisha London 
Arts Management (Honours) Student 
Edith Cowan University 
Communications and Creative Industries 
WA Academy of Pelforming Arts 
Mb:  
Email: elondon@student.ecu.edu.au 
Questionnaire Information Letter 
I am a Bachelor of Arts Management (Honours) student at the WA Academy of Performing Arts, Edith 
Cowan University Perth. The National Gallety of Victoria have been so kind in distributing the 
enclosed questionnaire to you on my behalf to assist me with a research project I am undertaking to 
complete my studies. The findings of this questionnaire will form the basis of a thesis I am writing 
entitled 'Financial philanthropy towards Australian public art galleries by individual benefactors: 
Some empirical evidence from the National Gallery of Victoria'. This study will examine who, how 
and why individuals contribute to public art galleries in Australia and will focus specifically on the 
fundraising campaign conducted by the National Gallery of Victoria, 'One Vision Two Galleries' from 
2001-2004 that has resulted in the development of their outstanding new facilities. 
As you contributed to this campaign, it would be most appreciated if you could complete the enclosed 
questionnaire. Please answer each question in the questionnaire as honestly as possible as your view is 
impmiant. It is equally important that you feel under no obligation to respond to any question that you 
may feel uncomfmiable about answering. While the findings from this questionnaire will form the basis 
of my thesis, and will be publicly available, the confidentiality of your identity is assured. 
It would be greatly appreciated if you would complete the questionnaire as soon as possible and 
return it to Ian Higgins at the National Gallery of Victoria in the enclosed stamped self-addressed 
envelope by FRIDAY 3 SEPTEMBER 2005. 
Should you have any queries regarding this questionnaire, please do not hesitate to contact me on 0402 
348 974, or my research supervisor Mr. Christopher Chalon on 08 9370 6075 (Arts Management 
Lecturer, WA Academy of Performing Arts). In the event that the you wish to contact an independent 
person about the nature of the research, please contact the Director of the Western Australian Academy 
of Performing Arts, Ms Julie Warn (tel: 08 9370 6843; email:j.warn@ecu.edu.au). 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Information obtained from this 
questionnaire will not only help me with my study but also help give the National Gallery of Victoria a 
better understanding of you as a donor. 
I look forward to receiving your response! 
Kindest regards 
 
Elisha London 
Arts Management (Honours) Student 
Edith Cowan University Edith Cowan University 
Communications and Creative Industries 
WA Academy of Performing Arts 
Mb:  
.ecu.edu.au 
APPENDIX 8, 9 
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Informed Consent Form 
for the National Gallery of Victoria 
r~ ~)n.a.--t;;, ..... ~G.. 
t'l /;.~~-;:-~ I,\.~<~ fL l--tLG:.G1~S ~  ,onbehalfoftheNational 
(Name) (Title) 
Gallery of Victoria, have read and understood the information letter dated 1 June 2005 outlining the research 
project titled 'Financial philanthropy towards Australian public art galleries by individual benefactors: Some 
empirical eJ'ideW'r' fmtr tip" M,.t;,_nur:.9 Gallery of Vir.tnrirJ.'. I give consent for Miss Elh·l-m ~ "::::!on ~.f E:l;t!-: 
Cowan University to undertake this project with the National Gallety of Victoria in accordance with all the details 
outlined in this information letter. The National Gallery of Victoria understands that it may withdraw from 
participation in this research at any time. \ 
The National Gallety of Victoria understands that its participation in this research will involve: 
~~> Organising interviews for Miss London to undertake with six to eight individuals who contributed to the 
'One Vision Two Galleries' campaign; and 
• Distributing 300 questionnaires to individuals who contributed to the 'One Vision Two Galleries' 
campaign on behalf of Miss London. These individuals will be selected on the basis that they represent a 
proportionate amount of individuals who gave contributions at different levels. It is understood that the 
funding for the printing and postage of these questionnaires will be covered by Miss London. 
The National Gallery of Victoria understands that the findings of this research will only be sued for the purposes 
of this project and that these findings will be pub holy available. The National Gallery of V letona also 
understands that it will be identified, however individual benefactors will not be identified without their informed 
consent. 
Any questions about this research have been answered to my satisfaction. However, the National 
Gallery of Victoria is aware that they may contact Miss London (0402 348 974) or her research 
supervisor, Mr Christopher Chalon (08 9370 6075) if any additional questions arise. The National 
Gallery of Victoria is also aware that if they wish to contact an in independent person about the nature of 
the research, the Director of the Western Australian'Academy of Performing Arts, Ms Julie Warn (08 
9370 6843; email:'j.warn@ecu.edu.au) can be contacted. 
National Gallery of Victoria 
 
(Signature) 
(Date)
Reseaa·cher 
(Date) 
Informed Consent Form 
for individuals participating in interviews 
I have read and understood the attached information letter outlining the research project titled 
'Financial philanthropy towards Australian public art galleries by individual benefactors: 
Some empirical evidence from the National Gallery of Victoria' being conducted by Miss 
Elisha London of Edith Cowan University. Any questions about this study have been answered 
to my satisfaction. / 
I freely agree to be interviewed as a part of this project, and understand that I may withdraw at 
any time. I understand that the interview will be sound recorded. I understand that the 
information disclosed in this interview will only be used for the purposes of this project and that 
the findings of the research will be publicly available. I also understand that the information I 
disclose in my interview will be kept confidential and my identity will not be disclosed unless I 
tick the 'I agree to be quoted by name' option below. 
Please tick one 
0 I agree to be quoted by name (please sign below) 
0 I do not agree to be quoted by name 
(Participant Signqture) (Date) 
(Researcher Signature) (Date) 
APPENDIX 10 
Pearson's Correlation Matrix -
Intrinsic Moderating Determinants and Perceived Rewards 
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Pearson Correlations • lnstrlnsic Moderating Determinants and Perceived Rewards 
Strong affiliation with NGV 
Right thing to do 
Important to support the NGV 
Financial support was needed 
Capacity to contribute 
Expected of me 
Family tradition 
Make me feel good 
In gratitude 
In memory of a loved one 
Make me feel better about myself 
Religious reasons 
Spiritual reasons 
Formal recognition 
Wanted others to benefit 
Guilt reduction 
Peer recognition 
Look forward to enjoying the gallery 
improvements made possible through the 
campaign 
Help achieving something_ worthwhile 
Invited to donor events 
Social benefits 
Tax benefits 
Strong Right Important Financial Capacity to 
affiliation thing to to support support contribute 
with NGV do the NGV was 
needed 
0.306 0.520 
0.396 0.569 0.643 
0.254 0.376 0.483 0.481 
0.273 0.282 
0.266 
0.460 0.261 
0.280 0.290 0.312 
0.308 
0.279 0.272 0.274 
0.318 
0.260 0.263 
0.310 0.278 0.535 0.426 0.331 
0.263 
0.304 
0.265 
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two tailed) 
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two tailed) 
Expected of Family Make me In In Make me Religious Spiritual Formal 
me tradition feel good gratitude memory feel better reasons reasons recognition 
of a loved about 
one myself 
0.526 
0.449 0.340 
0.259 
0.252 0.484 0.280 
0.375 0.686 0.526 
0.318 0.431 0.497 0.669 
0.346 0.451 0.481 0.655 0.981 
0.461 0.399 0.623 0.623 0.642 
0.385 0.274 0.297 
0.282 0.410 0.450 0.636 0.708 0.740 0.750 
0.286 
0.276 0.328 
0.296 0.413 0.286 0.352 0.319 0.391 
0.312 0.418 
--
0.382 0.416 L____ 0.412 
-- -------
I I 
,earson Correlations - lnstrinsic Moderating [ 
Wanted Guilt Peer Look forward Help Invited to Social Tax 
others to reduction recognition to enjoying the achieving donor benefits benefits 
benefit gallery something events 
improvements worthwhile 
, 
... 
Strong affiliation with NGV 
Right thing to do 
Important to support the NGV 
Financial support was needed 
Capacity to contribute 
Expected of me 
Family tradition 
Make me feel _good 
In gratitude 
In memory of a loved one 
Make me feel better about myself 
Religious reasons 
Spiritual reasons 
Formal recognition 
Wanted others to benefit 
Guilt reduction 
Peer recognition 0.330 
Look forward to enjoying the gallery 0.475 ! 
improvements made possible through the 
campaign 
Help achieving something worthwhile 0.339 0.451 
Invited to donor events 0.251 0.261 
Social benefits 0.342 0.347 0.596 
]E_x_ ben~ftts 
---- --------·-· - ---
L __ 0.347 0.328 
----- -----
APPENDIX 11 
Statistical Summary of Survey Results 
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Input 
Method of Solicitation 
Pet of Pet of 
Count Responses Cases 
Known NGV staff member 6 9.1 10.2 
Unknown NGV staff member 2 3.0 3.4 
Known NGV volunteer 4 6.1 6.8 
Family/Friend 5 7.6 8.5 
Letter 42 63.6 71.2 
Was not asked 2 3.0 3.4 
Can't remember 5 7.6 8.5 
Total responses 66 100.0 111.9 
5 missing cases; 59 valid cases 
Extrinsic Moderating Determinants (Demographics) 
Gender 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Male 25 39.1 39.7 39.7 
Female 38 59.4 60.3 100.0 
Total 63 98.4 100.0 
Missing System 1 1.6 
Total 64 100.0 
Age 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid 35-44 2 3.1 3.1 3.1 
45-54 6 9.4 9.4 12.5 
55-64 22 34.4 34.4 46.9 
Over 65 34 53.1 53.1 100.0 
Total 64 100.0 100.0 
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Marital Status 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Single 6 9.4 9.4 9.4 
Married 45 70.3 70.3 79.7 
Divorced 3 4.7 4.7 84.4 
Living with partner 1 1.6 1.6 85.9 
Widowed 9 14.1 14.1 100.0 
Total 64 100.0 100.0 
Highest education level 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid High school to yr 10 4 6.3 6.3 6.3 
High school to yr 12 10 15.6 15.9 22.2 
Certification/Dipoloma 9 14.1 14.3 36.5 
Undergraduate degree 24 37.5 38.1 74.6 
Post-graduate degree 
13 20.3 20.6 95.2 (Masters) 
Post-graduate degree 
3 4.7 4.8 100.0 (PhD) 
Total 63 98.4 100.0 
Missing System 1 1.6 
Total 64 100.0 
Average yearly household income 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Under $30,000 1 1.6 1.7 1.7 
$30,000- $59,999 6 9.4 10.2 11.9 
$60,000 - $99,999 12 18.8 20.3 32.2 
$100,000-$199,999 14 21.9 23.7 55.9 
$200,000- $499,999 13 20.3 22.0 78.0 
$500,000- $1,000,000 9 14.1 15.3 93.2 
Over $1,000,000 4 6.3 6.8 100.0 
Total 59 92.2 100.0 
Missing System 5 7.8 
Total 64 100.0 
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Chief wage earner status 
Cumulative 
Frequenc;:y_ Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Chief wage earner 25 39.1 39.7 39.7 
Not chief wage earner 14 21.9 22.2 61.9 
No chief wage earner 24 37.5 38.1 100.0 in household 
Total 63 98.4 100.0 
Missing System 1 1.6 
Total 64 100.0 
Employment status 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Employed full-time 13 20.3 20.3 20.3 
Employed part-time 7 10.9 10.9 31.3 
Retired 36 56.3 56.3 87.5 
Home duties 8 12.5 12.5 100.0 
Total 64 100.0 100.0 
Nationality (Recoded) 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Australian 61 95.3 95.3 95.3 
European 2 3.1 3.1 98.4 
New Zealand 1 1.6 1.6 100.0 
Total 64 100.0 100.0 
Occupation (Recoded) 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Retired 26 40.6 45.6 45.6 
Executive 7 10.9 12.3 57.9 
Home duties 5 7.8 8.8 66.7 
Chairman/Board Member 2 3.1 3.5 70.2 
Professional 7 10.9 12.3 82.5 
Academic 1 1.6 1.8 84.2 
Poet 1 1.6 1.8 86.0 
Art professional 3 4.7 5.3 91.2 
Teacher 2 3.1 3.5 94.7 
Farmer 1 1.6 1.8 96.5 
Volunteer 2 3.1 3.5 100.0 
Total 57 89.1 100.0 
Missing System 7 10.9 
Total 64 100.0 
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Subscribe to a religion 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Yes 34 53.1 56.7 56.7 
No 25 39.1 41.7 98.3 
Prefer not to say 1 1.6 1.7 100.0 
Total 60 93.8 100.0 
Missing System 4 6.3 
Total 64 100.0 
Religion (Recoded) 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Christian (Anglican) 13 20.3 37.1 37.1 
Jewish 4 6.3 11.4 48.6 
Christian (Church of 3 4.7 8.6 57.1 England) 
Christian (Roman 8 12.5 22.9 80.0 Catholic) 
Christian (Uniting) 2 3.1 5.7 85.7 
Prefer not to disclose 5 7.8 14.3 100.0 
Total 35 54.7 100.0 
Missing System 29 45.3 
Total 64 100.0 
Distance from NGV (Recoded) 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid <5kms 36 56.3 56.3 56.3 
5kms- 10kms 11 17.2 17.2 73.4 
1 Okms - 20kms 8 12.5 12.5 85.9 
30kms - 40kms 1 f6 1.6 87.5 
40kms - 50kms 2 3.1 3.1 90.6 
50kms - 60kms 3 4.7 4.7 95.3 
60kms - 70kms 1 1.6 1.6 96.9 
70kms - 80kms 1 1.6 1.6 98.4 
Over 80kms 1 1.6 1.6 100.0 
Total 64 100.0 100.0 
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Postcodes and Suburbs 
Suburb (Recoded) Frequency % 
3142 Toorak I Hawksburn 10 15.6% 
3101 Kew I Cotham 6 9.4% 
3141 South Yarra 5 7.8% 
3144 Malvern 4 6.3% 
3122 Hawthorn 3 4.7% 
3937 Red Hill 2 3.1% 
3220 Geelong 2 3.1% 
3145 Darling 2 3.1% 
3094 Montmorency 2 3.1% 
3083 Bundoora 2 3.1% 
3006 South Bank 2 3.1% 
3004 St Kilda Rd Central 2 3.1% 
3934 Mt Martha 1 1.6% 
3931 Mornington 1 1.6% 
3930 Mt Eliza 1 1.6% 
3732 Moyhu 1 1.6% 
3672 Benalla 1 1.6% 
3206 Albert Park 1 1.6% 
3199 Frankston 1 1.6% 
3191 Sandringham 1 1.6% 
3182 St Kilda 1 1.6% 
3181 Prahran I Windsor 1 1.6% 
3161 Caulfield Junction 1 1.6% 
3152 Studfield 1 1.6% 
3143 Arm a dale 1 1.6% 
3130 Blackburn 1 1.6% 
3126 Canterbury 1 1.6% 
3124 Camberwell 1 1.6% 
3123 Auburn I Hawthorn Nth 1 1.6% 
3107 Templestowe Lower i 1.6% 
3104 Balwyn Nth 1 1.6% 
3054 Carlton Nth 1 1.6% 
3000 Melbourne 1 1.6% 
2000 Sydney, NSW 1 1.6% 
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Intrinsic Moderating Determinants & Processing Determinants 
(Perceived Rewards) 
I gave to the NGV because ... 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Important to support the NGV 64 4.44 .531 
Financial support was needed 64 4.39 .607 
Help achieving something worthwhile 63 4.37 .576 
Look forward to enjoying the new improvements the 64 4.30 .770 campaign will contribute towards 
Strong affiliation with NGV 63 4.29 .792 
Wanted others to benefit 64 4.09 .921 
Right thing to do 64 3.95 .881 
In gratitude 64 3.91 .988 
Capacity to contribute 63 3.75 .999 
Invited to donor events 63 3.73 .987 
Tax benefits 63 3.14 1.176 
Social benefits 63 3.13 1.129 
Expected of me 63 2.78 1.114 
Family tradition 64 2.61 1.163 
Make me feel good 63 2.46 1.175 
Formal recognition 62 2.03 1.173 
Guilt reduction 63 2.03 1.107 
In memory of a loved one 63 1.97 .915 
Make me feel better about myself 62 1.94 .885 
Peer recognition 62 1.79 .908 
Spiritual reasons 62 1.68 .919 
Religious reasons 62 1.65 .925 
Perceptual Reactions 
Portrayal 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Asked to contribute appropriately 64 4.16 .859 
Didn't feel pressured to contribute 64 3.62 1.106 
Approach encouraged me to contribute 64 3.69 .794 
Fit with Self 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Like to be associated with NGV 63 4.59 .687 
Like to be associated as an NGV donor 61 4.21 .951 
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Perceptual Noise 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Don't feel like I'm constantly asked to give to different causes 63 2.05 1.128 
I don't ever have trouble deciding which cause to give to 62 2.98 1.299 
Strength of Stimulus (Clarity of Request) 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Understood what my gift was contributing towards 64 4.31 .664 
Campaign purpose communicated effectively 64 4.41 .660 
Strength of Stimulus (Perceived Degree of Urgency) 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
NGV urgently needed renovations 64 4.39 .633 
Campaign purpose more important than other 
purposes 64 3.81 1.006 
Strength of Stimulus (Perceived Degree of Responsibility Felt) 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
My responsibility to contribute 64 3.67 .960 
It was not the government's responsibility to fund 63 2.89 1.109 
redevelopments 
Processing Determinants 
Past Experience with Art Galleries 
N ·Mean Std. Deviation 
Enjoy art galleries 63 4.76 .465 
Enjoy experiencing visual arts 64 4.64 .484 
Visit galleries when traveling 64 4.55 .615 
Visit other local galleries 64 4.08 .878 
Member of other art galleries 63 3.27 1.568 
Involved in other galleries 63 2.98 1.601 
Visited galleries in childhood 64 2.73 1.275 
Past Experience with Giving 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Often give financially 64 4.02 .745 
Family often gives financially 62 3.56 1.065 
Friends often give financially 63 3.19 .981 
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Valid 
Past Experience with the NGV 
Donor 
Gallery Society Member 
Committee Member 
Friend or Family is 
Volunteer 
Volunteer 
Visit Exhibitions 
Visited NGV in childhood 
Other 
No past involvement 
Total 
Responses 
Cases 
181 
64 
Frequency Percent 
28 15.5 
54 29.8 
14 7.7 
1 .6 
12 6.6 
50 27.6 
19 10.5 
2 1.1 
1 .6 
181 100.0 
Cumulative 
Percent 
15.5 
45.3 
53.0 
53.6 
60.2 
87.8 
98.3 
99.4 
100.0 
Judgemental Criteria (Perceptions of Public Art Galleries) 
N Mean 
Enjoy art galleries 63 4.76 
Art galleries valuable to society 64 4.64 
Something a community can be proud of (public art galleries) 64 4.63 
Need financial support (public art galleries) 64 4.34 
Provide something for everyone (public art galleries) 64 4.30 
Necessary in a healthy community (public art galleries) 64 4.13 
Judgemental Criteria (Perception of the NGV) 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Enjoy visiting the NGV 64 4.75 .471 
Good reputation 64 4.69 .467 
High quality exhibitions '64 4.66 .479 
World class gallery 64 4.56 .639 
Valuable to soceity 63 4.52 .535 
Professional managment 64 4.44 .614 
Accessible to community 64 4.31 .710 
Friendly staff 64 4.25 .690 
Excited about redevelopments 64 4.19 .774 
Responsible to public demand 64 4.03 .755 
NGV used my contributions effectively 61 3.98 .846 
Feeling of ownership in the NGV collection 64 3.81 1.052 
Std. Deviation 
.465 
.515 
.787 
.801 
.971 
1.374 
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Output 
Contribution 
Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 
Valid Under$500 19 29.7 30.6 30.6 
$500-$999 7 10.9 11.3 41.9 
$1,000- $2,499 8 12.5 12.9 54.8 
$2,500 - $4,999 4 6.3 6.5 61.3 
$10,000-$19,999 12 18.8 19.4 80.6 
$20,000- $49,999 7 10.9 11.3 91.9 
$50,000-$199,999 3 4.7 4.8 96.8 
$200,000- $1,000,000 2 3.1 3.2 100.0 
Total 62 96.9 100.0 
Missing System 2 3.1 
Total 64 100.0 
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